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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


PR() G RAAlME—APPROACH AND DL\ 1ENSIONS 

1. The basic approach to the programme for small and 
marginal farmers should be to improve their crop production. 

(Paragraph 3.4). 

2. Whether it is development of crop production through 
irrigation or crater harvesting and land development in rainfed 
areas or development through subsidiary occupation program¬ 
mes, a compact area approach should be adopted in all the pro¬ 
ject areas in order that the programmes might benefit the small 
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in the same 
area. The distinction between Small Farmers Development 
Agency (SFDA) and Marginal Fanners and Agricultural Labou¬ 
rers Agency (MFAL) should be abolished. 

(Paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8). 

3. In areas where surface water schemes or large-scale ground 

water schemes are possible, the States should assume responsibi¬ 
lity to plan for irrigation schemes which would benefit substan¬ 
tially, if not exclusively; the small and marginal farmers. The 
State Governments should as a matter of priority prepare suit¬ 
able Plan schemes for the selected districts and earmark necessary 
Plan funds for the purpose. (Paragraph 3.10). 

•1. Consolidation of holdings should he accorded priority in 
the areas selected tor the programme of development and special 
efforts made to bring the holdings of small and marginal farmers 
into compact blocks where preferential irrigation could be given 
to them through State sponsored community wells for best 
results. In the absence of consolidation of holdings and where¬ 
ver a groundwater scheme is developed, a group approach to the 
irrigation needs of the small farmers would have to be consi¬ 
dered by including, if necessary, the large farmers who might 
have their lands in the irrigation command but taking care 
to see that the financial assistance in the shape of subsidy is 
made available otilv to small and marginal farmers benefiting 
from the irrigation source. The Rajasthan pattern of group 
owned wells, which is working satisfactorily, may be adopted as 
far as practicable. (Paragraphs 3.13 and 3.14). 

a. Since the small and marginal farmers in rainfed areas 
are more vulnerable and require State assistance, it would be 
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necessary to 'extend the coverage of the programmes to these 
farmers as much as possible. The State should take up schemes 
for water harvesting as a part of the general programme of 
minor irrigation and the beneficiaries should be charged only 
the rate for the benefit. In addition, the State should under¬ 
take works, on its own, on a substantial area for land shaping, 
soil conservation, etc. Private wells in these areas should also 
be given State support. (Paragraph 3.15). 

6. Special efforts should be made to adopt improved dry 
farming practices in the selected areas under rainfed conditions. 

(Paragraph 3.16). 

7. For the purpose of the programme, the maximum limit 
of holdings of small farmers should not he above 2 hectares and 
of marginal farmers above one hectare. (Paragraph 3.19). 

8. The coverage of small and marginal farmers in the com¬ 

bined project areas should perferably be in the ratio of 1: 3 on 
an average to ensure that the programme has the necessary tilt 
in favour of marginal farmers. (Paragraph 3.20). 

9. Considering the administrative capability and the need 
to devote individual attention, it should be possible to cover 
about 70,000 farmers in an area under an Agency. The pro¬ 
gramme is better organised on a district basis by following the 
principle of one district one agency. Where, however, extension 
of the programme to adjoining districts becomes absolutely 
necessary clue to local conditions, the minimum area which can 
be covered by Agency programmes should be a Block. 

(Paragraph 3.21). 


10. The programme should be extended during the Fifth 
Five Year Plan to 160 Agency Units (including the existing 

79.5 Agency Units) covering about 11 million families. This 
will mean the extension of the programme to an additional 

80.5 Agency Units during the Fifth Plan. (Paragraph 3.23). 

11. It will be appropriate and reasonable to distribute the 

additional Agency Units on the basis of the Statewisc distribu¬ 
tion of the number of small and marginal farmers and agricul¬ 
tural labourers. Based on this principle, the allocation of 
Agency Units to States and Union Territories should be as indi¬ 
cated in paragraph 3.24. (Paragraph 3.24). 
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12. In extending the programme, emphasis should be on 
the selection of areas having fairly assured rainfall. The pro¬ 
gramme need not be extended to drought affected districts in 
which a separate programme has been taken up. 

(Paragraph 3-25). 

13. Individual subsidiary programmes such as milk produc¬ 

tion, poultry raising, sheep rearing and pig production should 
be superimposed as separate programmes in those combined pro¬ 
gramme districts which coincide with those suggested for the 
special subsidiary programmes. The financing of these special 
programmes should be self-contained and should not be done 
from out of the project funds now earmarked for the combi¬ 
ned programme. In other combined programme districts, 
haphazard and small schemes of subsidarv occupations should 
not be sponsored. (Paragraph 3.28). 

14. The combined programme Agencies should be in 
close touch with the special subsidiary programmes and be res¬ 
ponsible for identifying the beneficiaries amongst the small and 
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers for these program¬ 
mes. In the selection of these beneficiaries, steps should be 
taken to include such of those small and marginal farmers and 
agricultural labourers as would not be able to cross the mini¬ 
mum need level by the crop production and area develop¬ 
ment programmes alone. A substantial number of persons 
selected for the special programmes shotdd be additional to 
the persons selected for the main programme. (Paragraph 3.29). 

15. The entire programme should be time-bound and 

target-oriented and should be implemented with a sense of 
urgency. (Paragraph 3.28). 


TECHNICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL 
SUPPORT TO THE PROGRAMME 

16. It would be necessary to ensure that special program¬ 
mes like those of the SFDA/MFAL which are meant for the 
weaker sections of the population do not suffer neglect because 
of lack of attention by the extension staff at all levels—district, 
block, circle and village. The extension machinery in the 
districts should be strengthened and oriented to pay particular 
attention to the problems of small and marginal farmers. 

(Paragraph 4.3). 
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1;. As many Farmers’ Service Societies as possible should 
be established in the project areas to ensure the provision of 
credit, service, supply and marketing facilities and also tech¬ 
nical advice at one place. (Paragraph 4.7). 

IS. There should be one graduate Agricultural Extension 
Officer for every 10.000 to 12,000 of population in the project 
areas. (Paragraph 4.8). 

19. More attention to problems of small and marginal 
farmers at individual level being essential for the success of the 
programme, the States should provide the necessary additional 
extension staff in the project areas. At the village level, the 
pattern obtaining in the Intensive Agricultural Area Programme 
should be adopted. To ensure the availability of adequate 
additional staff, the release of funds for the projects should be 
linked with the provision of additional extension staff for the 
programme in the project areas by the States. (Paragraph 4.9). 

20. Since tire Agricultural Officer-in-charge of a district 
has numerous responsibilities, there should be a Special Officer 
under him to coordinate, guide and supervise the work of the 
specialists and extension workers in the field in relation to the 
programmes for small and marginal farmers. (Paragraph 4.10). 

FINANCING OF COMBINED SEDA/' MEAL 
PROGRAMMES 

21. The subsidies of 25 per cent for small farmers and 
■13-1/3 pet cent for marginal farmers presently being allowed 
under SFDA and Ml'AL programmes should be continued 
under the combined programme during the Fifth Plan period. 

(Paragraph 5.3). 

22. There is no need to grant a higher rate of subsidy at 

50 per cent to irrigation projects constructed by Panchayat or 
Cooperatives or Gramsabhas. They should, however, be allowed 
subside as would have been granted to individual small and 
marginal farmers benefiting from the well or tubewell. When 
a large farmer comes within the command of such a well or 
tubewell, he should pay for his share of the cost without a 
subside. The State Corporations need not be given any sub¬ 
sidy. (Paragraph 5.5). 

23. In difficult areas, the problem of risk of failure of the 
well or tubewell should Ire rationalised bv following the method 



adopted in Rajasthan for installing community tubewells. A 
standard output per well should be fixed on the basis of obser¬ 
ved pattern and the community should be charged for the 
well in relation to the standard output. The State should sub¬ 
sidise whatever is not covered bv the charges including the 
entire cost of completely failed wells. In areas better endowed 
with water facility and potential, a provision of Rs. 1.5 lakhs 
per Agency for the risk fund should be made. In areas less 
endowed with water facility and potential, a risk fund of about 
Rs. 5 lakhs may be necessary for each Agency. 

(Paragraphs 5.6 and 5.7). 

21. Since a substantial number of small and marginal far¬ 
mers in dry areas would have to be covered under the pro¬ 
gramme, the State should plav a vital role in such areas bv 
organising works on its own. The State should undertake major 
works on catchment basis, while minor works could be taken up 
by individuals or groups. There should be adequate provision 
for State works in the budgets of the Agencies. (Paragraph 5.8). 

25. The risk fund subsidy should be given to the coopera¬ 

tive credit agencies for additional long, medium and short term 
loans on a reduced scale and on the pattern indicated in para¬ 
graph 5.11. (Paragraph 5.11). 

26. Adequate precautions should be taken so that the full 
amounts of credit sanctioned to the small and marginal farmers 
for improving their crop production do reach them. There 
should not lie anv deductions bv way of adjustment of old debts. 

(Paragrapli 5.12). 

27. The input subsidy should be given to marginal farmers 

at the rate of 53-1 /3 prevent of cost upto a ceiling of Rs. 100 
as at present but it should be restricted to only one cropping 
season. (Paragraph 5.13). 

28. There is no need for special subsidies for marketing 
and processing units and for custom service units and for 
charges. In view of various other subsidies and help being 
given to individual beneficiaries, the State Governments should 
depend on Plan schemes in the State sector for the purpose. 

(Paragraph 5.14). 

29. The subside on transportation of inputs should be con¬ 

tinued and a provision per Agency Unit of Rs. 1 lakh for 
comparatively better areas and Rs. 2 lakhs for relatively less 
endowed areas should be made. (Paragraph 5.15). 
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30. The existing subsidies for the development of markets 

and storage facilities in the project areas should be continued 
and a provision of Rs. 4 lakhs per Agency Unit for this purpose 
would be sufficient. (Paragraph 5.16). 

31. The provision for staff subsidy to institutions and for 

Agency staff which are presently built into the budgets of the 
Agencies should hereafter be made bv the State Governments in 
their Plan budgets. (Paragraph 5.17). 

32. Similarly, the States would hav'e to meet the cost of 
staff except the salarv of the Managing Director (which will be 
borne bv the financing bank) of the Farmers’ Service Society 
which may be set up in the project areas. (Paragraph 5.18). 

33. The cost of additional ’extension staff in areas where the 

projects would be taken up should be borne by the States 
themselves. The necessary provision which the States would 
be required to make in their budgets towards staff subsidy to 
institutions and Agency and extension staff would on an average, 
amount to about Rs. 25 lakhs per Agency Unit during the Fifth 
Plan. (Paragraphs 5.19 and 5.20). 

34. In addition, a provision of Rs. 241 crores should be 

made in the Central Sector of the Fifth Plan for this programme 
extending over 160 Agency Units. (Paragraph 5.20). 



SECTION I 


INTRODUCTION 

I.]. One of the terms of reference given to the National 
Commission on Agriculture relates to the study of the problems 
of “small farmers and agricultural labour viewed in the context 
of social justice and ’equality of opportunity and as a factor in 
securing effective participation of the bulk of the Indian pea- 
santrv in the stepping up of agricultural production.” This is 
also one of the items on which the Commission is required to 
make interim recommendations to the Government. The Com¬ 
mission has examined various aspects of the problem of small 
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers and has since 
submitted two Interim Reports to the Government, one on 
“Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and 
Agricultural Labourers” and the other on “Credit Services for 
Small and Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers”. 

1.2. India's rural population consists predominently of 
small and marginal farmers cultivating holdings upto 2 hectares 
and of agricultural labourers. Of all rural households, small 
and marginal farmers represent 52 per cent and agricultural 
labourers 24 per cent. Despite two decades of planning for eco¬ 
nomic development, bulk of them have remained poor living 
below the minimum standard of consumption of Rs. 20 per 
capita per month at 1960-61 prices or Rs. 37 at 1971-72 prices. 
The magnitude of the problem and the absolute number of 
small and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers vary 
from State to State. The principal cause of poverty among 
small and marginal farmers has been the low resource base and 
their inabilitv to take advantage of the modern agricultural 
technology and to develop well organised subsicliarv occupations 
to improve their income. 

1.3. Self-reliance and reduction of poverty are the two 
basic aims of the Fifth Five Year Plan. Agricultural production 
has to increase if the various needs of the population, the indus¬ 
tries and the exports are to be satisfied. A vigorous programme 
of production by utilising as much as possible the land resour¬ 
ces through the use of improved technology is, therefore, called 
for. The holdings of small and marginal farmers together ac¬ 
count for about 20 per cent of the cultivated area in the country. 
Any programme designed to increase production cannot but 
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include this large land area, where small and marginal farmers, 
it adequately helped, can contribute substantially to the produc¬ 
tion in tire country. 

1.4. A frontal attack on the rural poverty is inescapable. In 
the “Approach to the Fifth Plan 11)74—79”, special attention to 
the poorest 30 per cent of the population is envisaged in order 
to reduce their poverty. On a rough reckoning, this will mean 
about 30 million families in the rural areas, whose monthly per 
capita consumption is below the desirable minimum. The bulk 
of small and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers who 
constitute the vast majority in the rural areas come within the 
poorest three deciles of the population. In order to make a 
dent into their poverty, it is at the income creation stage that 
the attention has to be focussed. They must be given adequate 
opportunities to increase their income to satisfy their minimum 
needs. This would be possible if their productive capabilities 
are developed and utilised and adequate employment opportu¬ 
nities created. 

1.5. Thus, both from the point of view of production and 
of reduction of poverty, particular attention to the needs of small 
and marginal fanners and agricultural labourers is warranted. 
The facilities created through general programmes of develop¬ 
ment tend to gravitate towards those who are more affluent, 
influential and aggressive in tie rural society. By the time 
these facilities permeate to the lower levels, the cost of the 
service becomes high and the Stales Hnd it difficult to maintain 
it. That is why selectivity is necessary. Programmes and facili¬ 
ties are required to be specially designed to benefit the weaker 
section directly and in the' quickest possible time. 

1.0. Seen from (his angle, special programmes of Small 
Fanners Development Agency (SFI)A) and Marginal Farmers 
and Agricultural Labourers (.MI'AL) initiated during the Fourth 
Five Year Plan have very good possibilities in providing the 
necessary fillip to the economy of these weaker sections in the 
society. Keeping in view the “Approach to the Fifth Plan 
1971—79”, the Commission has, in this Interim Report, con¬ 
sidered certain modifications in these two schemes of the Gov¬ 
ernment of India to lit them into the strategy for achieving 
reduction of poverty and inequality, ft would be a big step 
forward if through these programmes a substantial part of 30 
million poorest families are enabled to improve their income 
uid consumption. However, men with the development of 
crop production, the incomes of a sizable number of marginal 
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farmers in irrigated areas and both small and marginal farmers 
in rainfed areas would continue to be below the desirable 
minimum. They have to be provided with opportunities for 
supplementary income. We have already dealt with milk pro¬ 
duction by this section of the population in a separate Interim 
Report. In two other Interim Reports, the Commission is deal¬ 
ing with subsidiary occupations for small and marginal farmers 
and agricultural labourers like poultrv, piggerv and sheep rear¬ 
ing and sericulture. 

1.7. We would like to point out that in this Interim Report, 
tin- Commission is dealing not with the physical progress of 
SFDA and Mi'AL programmes but with certain aspects which 
require reorientation in the context of the accepted objectives 
of the Fifth Plan. In the course of its studs', the Commission 
addressed the State Governments and Project Officers of SFDA 
to elicit information and views on some aspects of these schemes. 
The Questionnaires arc reproduced in Appendices I & IT. 



SECTION II 


HISTORICAL REVIEW 

2.1 The All India Rural Credit Review Committee con¬ 
sidered the problem of small holdings and came to the conclu¬ 
sion that by proper State support and appropriate institu¬ 
tional changes and / or procedures, it should be possible to 
tackle effectively the proplems of what it classified as 
potentially viable farmers. The potentially viable farmers 
whom it called small farmers were those whose agricultural 
business including subsidiary activities like animal husbandry 
could be rendered viable if there was support in terms of 
irrigation, supplies of inputs and services at fair prices etc. 
The Committee considered that as a first tranche in the uplift 
of the rural sections of the community, it was clearly desirable 
to deal with the potentially viable farmers as a class and bring 
them above the poverty level in a phased programme of 
action. The committee, therefore, in its Interim Report 
submitted to the Government of India in February, 1969 re¬ 
commended an institutional set up in the form of Small Farmers 
Development Agency and suggested measures for expanding 
the flow of institutional credit and other State assistance to 
the small farmers in an integrated effect to raise their eco¬ 
nomy to surplus level. As regards the small farmers who 
were not potentially viable and who were classified as margi¬ 
nal farmers and the entire class of agricultural labourers, the 
Committee took the view that they required “A far-reaching 
programme of rehabilitation, including, but extending far 
beyond mere credit”.* The Committee did not formulate any 
specific scheme for them. 

2-2 These recommendations led to detailed consideration 
of the problems in the Government of India. The Planning 
Commission also sponsored some diagnostic studies into the 
problems and prospects of small farmers. Restriction of the 
programme to potentially viable farmers, to a large extent, 
limited the scope of the schemes to areas where there was 
assured railfall or good irrigation support or irrigation 
potential. The farmers in the dry zones would not be able to 
better themselves without a determined effort to improve their 


♦Report of the All India Rural Credit Review Committee, 1969, p. 537 
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economy. Whereas the policy of development of crop produc¬ 
tion was expected to provide opportunities to farm labour in 
thos'e areas for fuller and more remunerative employment, it 
was felt necessary to devise subsidiary programmes for supple¬ 
menting their income. This policy was applicable in a large 
measures to the class of marginal farmers also. For the success 
of the subsidiary activities, it was considered necessary to pro¬ 
vide adequate credit and organise marketing facilities. It was, 
therefore, decided to launch a programme for the betterment 
of marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in addition to 
the programme for small farmers. 


2.3 During the Fourth Five Year Plan (1969-74) two schemes 
in the nature of pilot projects were initiated in the Central sec¬ 
tor of the Plan. One was the scheme for Small Farmers Develo¬ 
pment Agencies (SFDA) and the other for Marginal Farmers and 
Agricultural Labourers (MF'AL). Under these schemes, a 
separate Agency was to be set up as a registered society for 
each project to implement the programme. These Agencies 
were to be provided with special funds from the Government 
of India and a nucleus staff under a Project Officer and were 
intended to act as catalysts for development in the districts of 
their operation. A close coordination between the Agency on 
the one hand and the executive departments and institutions 
in the districts on the other was envisaged to ensure that the 
programmes identified by the Agency were expeditiously put 
through by the concerned departments and institutions. For 
this purpose, the Commissioner/District Collector was made the 
Chairman of the Agency and representatives of concerned 
departments and institutions its Members. 

2.4. The SFDA projects were to be kept distinct from 
MFAL projects, because the accent on programmes in these 
two projects varied. At the same time it was realised that their 
areas of operation might coincide in certain cases. In that 
event, it was contemplated that it might be possible to use the 
SFDA as the instrument for executing the MFAL scheme. At 
present, there are 46 SFDA projects (covering 54 districts) and 
42 MFAL projects (covering 47 districts) operating in the States 
and Union Territories (vide Appendix III). Six projects are 
common to both SFDA and MFAL schemes covering 9 districts. 
In addition, the Government of Mysore is operating one SFDA 
project and one MFAL project on its own. It is also understood 
that Punjab has initiated similar State-financed projects in four 
districts. 
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SFDA 

2.5. Each SEDA project was to be confined to a compact 
area such as a district or part of a district and cover about 
j 0,000 families in a phased programme during the Fourth Plan 
period. The average outlay on each project was lixed at Rs. 1.5 
crores during the Fourth Plan. The SFDA, registered as a 
Society, would receive funds directly from the Central Govern¬ 
ment. The main functions of the Agency would be to identify 
the problems of small farmers in its area, prepare appropriate 
programmes and devise wavs and means of implementing them. 
As far as possible, the Agency was to work through existing 
institutions though it might undertake some of the programmes 
directly, where absolutely necessary. For purposes of identifica¬ 
tion of small farmers, a small farmer was defined as one having 
a holding size between 1 and 2 hectares. In dry areas the upper 
limit was raised to .‘1 hectares. 

2.(3. The focus in the programmes for small farmers was 
to be on intensive farming, although subsidiary occupations 
were included in the programmes. The SFDA was required 
to organise the necessary support to enable the small farmers 
to take advantage of the improved agricultural technology. The 
Agency was expected to promote the flow of credit through 
co-operatives and commercial hanks by giving necessary sup¬ 
port in the shape of risk fund, managerial subsidy, share capi¬ 
tal contribution etc. The scheme envisaged that the Agency 
■would help small farmers in securing loans and other facilities 
by giving them financial assistance in the shape of 25 per cent 
subsidy. The Agency was also to ensure adequate arrangements 
and facilities for storage, transportation, processing and market¬ 
ing of the small farmers' produce. Wherever possible, the 
small farmers were also to be helped to add to their incomes 
through subsidiary activities such as dairy farming, poultry 
raising, etc. and through agro-based industries. 


MFAL 


2.7. The MFAL scheme was intended to cover marginal 
farmers, generally having holdings of not more than one hectare 
and agricultural labourers having homestead and earning 50 
per cent or more of their income from agricultural wages. Each 
project was expected to cover about 20,000 families during the 
Fourth Plan period. The emphasis in these projects was to 
be on provision of subsidiary occupations and other employ¬ 
ment creating programmes on the basis of integrating the 
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programmes with local planning. The project was expected to 
be located close to an urban centre which could provide a pro¬ 
fitable market for products like milk, egg, poultry, fish etc. 
and to have the necessary infrastructure for a credit programme. 
As in the ease of SFDA, the MFAL was also to be a separate 
Agency on the lines of the SFDA. The average outlay on each 
project was fixed at Rs. 1 crore during the Fourth Plan. The 
Agencv was required to identify the problems of marginal far¬ 
mers and agricultural labourers, formulate schemes for provid¬ 
ing gainful employment to the participants and evolve suitable 
institutional, financial and administrative arrangements for 
implementing the various programmes. It was expected to 
help the participants in getting necessary credit and other facili¬ 
ties bv providing financial assistance in the shape of 3‘1-1/a 
per cent subsidy from the Agency, in special cases, the Agency 
could, with the prior approval of the Central Government, 
undertake works programme, establish common facilities and 
also undertake processing and marketing of products till pro¬ 
per organisations were established for the purpose. 


2.8. The SI-DA programmes as initially conceived were 
kept distinct from the MFAL programmes and marginal farmers 
in SFDA areas were excluded from assistance from the SFDA 
and vice versa. Following a re-examination later, it was found 
that it would not be practicable to exclude marginal farmers 
in areas where SFDA programmes were under implementation. 
The Government of India has since decided that the farmers 
with holdings below the floor limit adopted by the SFDA may 
also be included in the programmes which have been drawn up 
or being considered by the Agency. However, the extension 
of the coverage of SFDA programmes to marginal farmers has 
to be programme-wise and limited to the programme which 
are being taken up by the SFDA. For the present, it is not the 
intention that the SFDA should identify all the marginal far¬ 
mers in the area or start programmes for all of them. The 
assistance from the SFDA would be available to the marginal 
farmers on the same terms as for small farmers in such pro¬ 
gramme areas. Following the extension of the coverage of pro¬ 
grammes to marginal farmers, the SFDA authorities have been 
asked to indicate additional allotment of funds required by 
them to cover marginal farmers in their areas of operation. 
Wherever the authorities have already selected small farmers 
for various programmes, they have been asked to prepare sup¬ 
plementary lists of the identified marginal farmers for purposes 
of assistance under the respective programmes. 


2—4 XC A/ND/73 
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2.9. A total amount of Rs. 103 crores has been allocated 
for the two schemes during the Fourth Plan. Most of the pro¬ 
jects now under operation were sanctioned during 1970-71. 
However, they started to function effectively in the field from 
1971-72. The National Seminar on SFDA/MFAL projects held 
in April, 1972 recommended the continuance of the schemes 
in the Fifth Plan to enable them to have a full five year period 
of operation. The projects have now run for some time and 
have provided valuable experience. 



SECTION III 


THE PROGRAMME—APPROACH AND DIMENSIONS 

3.1. The approach to the Fifth Five Year Plan has laid 
particular emphasis on programmes which have the effect of 
reducing poverty of the poorest 30 per cent of the population. 
The cycle of low ; -income-low-consumption-expenditure of small 
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers who form the 
bulk of this population has to be broken and additional income 
created if their level of consumption is to be raised. This is 
possible if onlv the productive capabilities of this class of 
people are sufficiently improved. 

3.2. The small and marginal farmers derive the major por¬ 
tion of their income from crop production. Any effort to 
improve their economic status would have to be directed first to 
the improvement of their crop production. 

3.3. Various studies have shown that small and marginal 
farmers, if helped with necessary resources and guidance, can 
increase their crop production considerably; the small size of 
the holdings is not a constraint. The handicaps from which the 
small and marginal farmers suffer are lack of resources, facilities, 
technical guidance and allocative efficiency. A recent study 
conducted by the Centre* for Management in Agriculture of the 
Indian Institute of Management.. Ahemdabad* into the pro¬ 
blems and possibilities of improvement of small farmers has 
concluded that significant gains in farm business incomes are 
possible if managerial efficiency regarding allocation of resour¬ 
ces is improved. Gains are much larger if adequate resources 
are made available and used and the farmer takes to improved 
technology. With additional resources even with traditional 
technology the farm business income of nonviable irrigated 
and unirrigated farms increased by as much as 120 per cent and 
130 per cent respectively. When new technology is introduced 
along with additional capital, then farmers in both irrigated 
and unirrigated tracts get maximum incomes. The farm busi¬ 
ness income in respect of farmers with unirrigated land has 
been shown to go up by 182 per cent while in the case of 
farmers with irrigated holdings, the increase was even more at 

*“Small Farmers—Problems and Possibilities of Development Centre for 
Management in Agriculture, Indian Institute of Management, Ahmedabad, 
1973. 
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284 percent. The study also emphasises that the additional 
capital requirements for the new technology will be much 
higher than with the traditional cultivation practices. 

3.4. Farm management studies hate also shown that in 
irrigated areas of Punjab and Harvana. a one hectare farm 
with a current investment of Rs. 1254 can. with improved 
technology, give a net monctarv return of Rs. 2750 bv raising 
two crops—kharif paddv followed bv rabi wheat. Similarly, 
the alternative rotation of kharif mai/e followed bt rabi wheat 
can give a net income of Rs. 2000 with an investment of Rs. 1075. 
Incomes of this older would take the farmers with irrigated 
holdings of one hectare above the national desirable minimum 
level of consumption which can be put at about Rs. 2500 per 
family assuming the per capita consumption at Rs. 37 per 
month at 1971-72 prices. It appears possible to attain this level 
of income from a holding of about 2 hectares in rainfed areas 
with land development, application of improved technology 
and necessary physical inputs. Even in holdings below this si/e 
in rainfed areas, gains are possible with such an approach 
although these mac not be sufficient to take the family above 
the minimum consumption level. However, the economics 
clearlv show that if proper arrangements are made to improve 
the crop production of the small and marginal farmers, both in 
irrigated and unirrigated aieas, the income levels can be subs¬ 
tantially improved. Considering ibis, the Commission feels that 
the basic approach in the programme for small and marginal 
farmers should be to improve their crop production. 

Irrigation is the best programme for growth of the 
economy of an agriculturist. An irrigation scheme normally 
covers an area and gives benefit to big. small and marginal far¬ 
mers in th’e area. A new project can similarly cover all these 
classes. A community approach can cover small and marginal 
fanners. The irrigation programme has. therefore, to be area 
based and should cover small and marginal farmers and also 
big farmers, where thev come under the command of the irri¬ 
gation source. Even in rainfed areas, the land development 
measures have to be on area basis which means that small and 
marginal tanners have to be covered under the same pro¬ 
gramme. 

3.6. The subsidiary occupation programme has also to 
cover both the small and marginal farmers in the same area. 
Our analysis shows that in SEDA areas, the accent being on 
crop production, the 1 coverage of small farmers undei subsidiary 
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occupations is not much. Even when the stress is on subsidiary 
occupations in MEAL areas, the number of marginal farmers to 
be identified for each of the subsidiary occupations is limited. 
The subsidiary occupation of milk production or poultry rear¬ 
ing or pig breeding requires the support of a good marketing 
organisation. The MEAL programme no doubt contemplates 
the creation of common facilities for production, processing, 
storage and marketing. But for the programme to be successful, 
it is to be based on a commercial production and not on a 
byproduct production as in the past. The implications arc all 
too evident. A subsidiary occupation programme for small and 
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers will not succeed 
without the adequate infrastructure of production, processing, 
marketing and storage along with the required veterinary ser¬ 
vices. This has been explained in detail in our Interim Report 
on Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and 
Agricultural Labourers. This is also confirmed in the 
Interim Reports on Poultry, Sheep and Pig Production* and on 
Sericulture-j-. The subsidiary programmes to help the small-man 
must he substantial. The Commission is of the view that the 
same pattern as for the milk production programme would 
have to be followed in the case of other subsidiary occupations. 
A massive programme of this nature can be sustained if the 
number of beneficiaries is sufficiently large, ft was this logic 
which made the Commission recommend in its Interim Report 
on Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and 
Agricultural Labourers that the milk programme should cover 
small farmers, marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in 
the same area and give them a two-thirds share in the benefits. 

3.7. We thus find that whether it is development of crop 
production through irrigation or water harvesting and land 
development in tainted areas or development through subsi¬ 
diary occupation programmes, a compact area approach is neces¬ 
sary, which certainly allows the programmes to benefit the small 
as well as the marginal farmers in the same area. Our objective 
being to benefit the small and marginal farmers and agricultural 
labourers so that they can better themselves and cross the 
poverty line, if possible, with State assistance and our above 
analysis showing that there is need to cover both small and 
marginal farmers under the irrigation, land development and 

♦Interim Report on Poultry, Sheep and Pig Production t hrough Small 
and Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers lot Supplementing 
their Income. 

♦Interim Report on Sericulture. 
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subsidiary occupations programmes in the same ar^ea, the artifi¬ 
cial distinction between M L)A programme and MFAL pro¬ 
gramme should now be given up. 

3.8. The Commission, therefore, recommends that in all 
programmes of SFDA/MFAL, a compact area approach should 
be followed and these Agencies should cover both small and 
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in the same area. 
This should hold good in respect of both the existing SFDA/ 
MFAL projects as well as additional ones recommended in this 
Report. 

3.9. In paragraph 3.4, we have 'emphasised that the pro¬ 
grammes for small and marginal farmers and agricultural labou¬ 
rers would in future lay emphasis on development of agriculture 
with particular reference to crop production. This we have 
done, keeping in view the possibilitv that, for a considerable 
time to come, the small and marginal farmers and agricultural 
labourers would have to depend on agriculture alone for their 
employment and incomes. The generation of additional in¬ 
comes from the holdings of the small and marginal farmers 
would to a great extent depend on the support of irrigation and 
the adoption of improved technologv in irrigated as well as 
drv areas. The small and marginal farmers are dis-advantage- 
onsly placed with regard to both surface and ground water irri¬ 
gation. If water can be made available to them for an intensive 
programme of crop production, there can be a substantial and 
permanent improvement in their economy. But there are 
many difficulties arising out of the present position of the small 
and marginal farmers in the village and the existing level of 
infrastructure which prevent them from utilising the available 
potential economically. The difficulties are:—- 

(i) In the existing irrigation schemes, the holdings of 
large, small and marginal farmers are generally inter¬ 
spersed and it would be difficult to commit the avail¬ 
able irrigation facility for the benefit of small and mar¬ 
ginal farmers onlv. In the bulk of the ayacut, water 
is distributed amongst the farmers in proportion to 
the size of their irrigable holdings. 

(ii) In areas where ground water schemes are possible, indi¬ 
vidual investment by a small or marginal farmer is 
generally a ease of over-capitalisation and State schemes 
have no preference for small and marginal farmers. 
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(iii) Because of fragmentation of holdings and scattering 
of plots, a community approach to irrigation becomes 
difficult without a programme of land consolidation 
preceding such an effort. 

3.10. In the SFDA/MFAL programmes, there is provision 
of long or medium term loan to the farmer for constructing his 
own irrigation source, either an open well or a tubewell with 
a pumpset, if necessary. If water can be made available to the 
small and marginal farmers, the major constraint, by and large, 
would have been removed. Irrigation schemes which have the 
objective of helping the small and marginal farmers must recog¬ 
nise the difficulties involved and plan to meet all such diffi¬ 
culties. In some aneas the best irrigation facility that can be 
provided is probably a medium or minor irrigation project or a 
large-sized State tubewell. If such a scheme is the answer to 
the need for irrigation in the selected areas, then it is obvious 
that it should be treated as a priority item. We, therefore, 
recommend that in areas where surface water schemes or large 
scale ground water schemes are possible, the States should 
assume responsibility to plan for irrigation schemes which would 
benefit substantially, if not exclusively, the small and marginal 
farmers. The State Governments should as a matter of priority 
prepare suitable Plan schemes for the selected districts and 
earmark necessary Plan funds for the purpose. 

3.11. In most cases, however. State assistance will be 
required to encourage private initiative in creating an irrigation 
source. The wells or tubewells can be constructed either indi¬ 
vidually or on a group basis or community basis. Community 
wells or tubewells are required in certain specific situations. 
Firstly, where the holdings are fragmented and it is not econo¬ 
mical for any one farmer to own an irrigation source, a com¬ 
munity source is necessary. Secondly, where water table is very 
deep and the large sized tubewells are the economic answer and 
large coverage is necessary for the economy of the project, the 
community approach becomes imperative. A third situation is 
the extremely dry areas where ground water is limited and the 
problem is to give the benefit to maximum number of small 
and marginal farmers. In all these cases a community well is 
necessarv. It can be through the Panchayats, or the cooperatives 
or even by a group of farmers whose lands can be commanded 
be the project. The jointly owned well will be better run than 
a purelv community well where the running would be imperso¬ 
nal and may well have to be through paid employees who add 
to the cost but not efficiency. A community approach of this 
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kind is. however, not oasv to get. On the other hand, this is 
necessary in the present status of the SFDA and MFAL projects 
where even dry areas have been included. A Panchayat or com- 
nmnity well may be benefiting the bigger farmers also, though 
they inac lie in minority, because they happen to be within the 
command of the well. Rut, on the other hand, a joint well or 
a tubewell can lie purposefully constructed for the sole benefit 
of small and marginal farmers. In the absence of consolidation 
of holdings, many small and marginal farmers with scattered 
holdings would not be in a position to take advantage of the 
programme of community wells individually. The possibility 
of a group of small and marginal farmers having a joint well 
would then have to be explored to benefit as large a number 
of such farmers ns possible. In Rajasthan, there are group- 
owned wells and the rights of the members of the group are 
recorded in the revenue records. This system is working satis¬ 
factorily. 


".12. Where land is highly fragmented, a community ap¬ 
proach becomes difficult. Consolidation of holdings is the best 
solution in such a situation. By the process of consolidation, 
the holdings of small and marginal fanners could be brought 
together into compact blocks where preferential irrigation could 
be given to them through State .sponsored programme of com¬ 
munity wells. This method has been successfully adopted in 
the Federal Republic of Germany where the holdings of small 
farmers have been brought together into compact blocks near 
the village and the farmers encouraged to cultivate the block 
on a cooperative basis. The big landholders arc allotted land 
nwa\ from the village. This is an example worth emulating 
in this country. 

;’>.J;l. An analysis of the present position in the States has 
revealed that consolidation operations in the SFDA/MFAL 
areas have been taken up only in parts of the districts covering 
a few selected number of villages with the bulk of work still 
remning to be done. Replies received from the SFDA project 
authorities indicate that there is no programme of land conso¬ 
lidation in as many as 20 out of ."(> projects for which information 
is available and of the Hi projects where consolidation pro¬ 
gramme is in operation, it is being undertaken only as a con¬ 
tinuation of a Plan programme already under execution in the 
areas but no special priority appears to have been given to this 
programme. Considering the importance of consolidation of 
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holdings in tilt context of the improvement of the economy of 
small and marginal farmers, the Commission recommends that 
consolidation operations should be accorded priority in the 
areas selected for the programme of development and special 
efforts made to bring the holdings of small and marginal far¬ 
mers into compact blocks where preferential irrigation through 
.State sponsored community wells could be arranged for best 
results. 


■5.14. In the absence of consolidation of holdings and whene¬ 
ver a ground water scheme is developed, a group approach to 
the irrigation needs of the small and marginal farmers would 
have to be considered by including, if necessary, the large far¬ 
mers who might have their lands in the irrigation command 
but taking care to see that the financial assistance in the shape 
of subsidy is made available only to small and marginal farmers 
benefiting from the irrigation source. We also recommend the 
adoption, as far as practicable, ot the Rajasthan pattern of 
group-owned wells referred to in paragraph 3.11. 

‘5.15. Not all the holdings of the small and marginal farmers 
in the selected districts can be under the command of the 
irrigation sources. In fact, their number would be substantially 
large particularly in areas which are relatively less endowed 
with water facility and potential. Even in districts relatively 
better endowed with w ater resource, a large number of farmers 
would have to depend on raintecl farming. It is these people 
who are more vulnerable and require State assistance to improve 
their economy. Since the objective of the programme is to help 
this category of farmers, it would be necessary to extend the 
coverage to the farmers in the rainfed areas as much as possible. 
In these areas drv farming techniques have to he adopted. 

'There are water harvesting techniques and improved cultivation 
practices for rainfed areas. One of the techniques could be 
in the nature of cross bunds across the slope to retain moisture 
supported In dugwells in the valleys wherever possible. The 
former can be State programmes where they cover large areas 
and individual or community programmes with necessary State 
assistance where thev cover single or a few farmers’ holdings. 
The State schemes should be taken up as a part of the general 
programme of minor irrigation and the beneficiaries should be 
charged onlv the water rate for the benefit. In addition, the 
State should undertake on its own, works on a substantial area 
for land shaping and soil conservation, etc. as individual effort 
in this direction is likely to be limited. 
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3.16 The Dryland Farming Projects have thrown up certain 
results in regard to improved practies of cultivation. In order 
that maximum gains arc possible from the investments, special 
efforts should be made to utilise these results and introduce 
improved pratices in the selected areas under rainfed conditions. 


3.17 To sum up, a combined programme of development 
should be taken up on a compact area basis and should stress 
on the following: — 

(i) Intensive crop production in areas already covered bv 
irrigation facilities with State assistance to the small 
and marginal farmers; 

(ii) Contraction of new private irrigation sources and 
public irrigation works to benefit small and marginal 
farmers in the area with appropriate State assistance 
and support for a programme of intensive crop pro¬ 
duction; and 

(iii) Promotion of suitable cropping patterns and scientific 
dry-farming practices in the area where irrigation may 
not be possible, with State assitance, in order to in¬ 
crease the yield and also provide a base for possible 
subsidiary occupations like animal husbandry, poultry, 
etc., as recommended in our Interim Reports. 

3.IS In the foregoing analysis, we have laid stress on inten¬ 
sive development of crop production for the benefit of small 
and marginal farmers belonging to the poorest 30 per cent of 
the population so that they can, with adequate State support, 
improve their economic position. It is to realise this objective 
that we have also recommended the coverage of both small and 
marginal farmers in selected areas under the special programmes 
taken up for the development of crop production. According 
to the definition now adopted, small farmers having holdings 
between 1 and 2 hectares in irrigated areas and between 1 and 3 
hectares in dry areas and marginal farmers having holdings of 
one hectare and below are to be the partipants in the program¬ 
mes undertaken in SFDA and MFAL project areas. In some 
areas, the limit has been raised even upto 4 hectares. As we have 
noted earlier, a farmer with a two hectare holding even in a dry 
area can attain an income level above the minimum considered 
nationally desirable. It does not stand to reason, therefore, 
to extend the benefit of this programme to farmers having- 
holding sizes, above 2 hectares. A recent study conducted bv 
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Agricultural Economics Research Centre, Delhi in one SFDA/ 
project area concludes that: — 

“We have sufficient evidence to prove that proper 
attention has not been given to the problem of iden¬ 
tification of small farmers. It is our impression that 
SFDA programme is treated as a programme of ex¬ 
tended benefits and farmers—big or small—try to make 
suitable adjustments to pocket these benefits. Field 
staff—partly in their enthusiasm to fulfil the targets 
and partly in order to enlist the cooperation of in¬ 
fluential persons for propagation of the programme 
—are willing to cooperate with the farmers. The 
result is that all the benefits extended under the scheme 
have not gone to the small farmers and leakages in the 
real ’effectiveness of the programme have been found 
to be not less than 30 percent.’’* 


3.19 Another study-h conducted in MFAL district has 
indicated that while the programme was intended to be limited 
to only marginal farmers, out of 48 participant households 
selected for the study, six of the households have lands between 
2.8 and 4 hectares. These features are disturbing. If the pro¬ 
gramme for small and marginal farmers has to be truly a pro¬ 
gramme for the removal of their poverty, it is necessary to be 
vigilant and selective and to direct State assistance to those 
who deserve it the most. The dilution of the programme through 
leakages cannot be allowed. The Commission recommends that 
the maximum limit of holdings of small farmers should not be 
above 2 hectares and of marginal farmer above one hectare. 

3.20. The National Sample Survey data on the distribution 
of owenership holdings^ bv size classes reveal that the number 
of ownership holdings in the country in the range up to one 
hectare is about 35 million while the number in the range of 
I to 2 hectares is about II million. This gives a ratio of about 


*Small Farmers Development Programme in Amritsar-Ferozepur (Punjab)— 
An evaluation of progress and Problems—Agricultural Economics Re¬ 
search Centre, University of Delhi, Delhi, 1973. 

■(‘■Study on Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labour Development 
Programmes hr the district of Baukura, West Bengal*’—Agro-Eeonomic 
Research Centre, Viswa Bharati. Shantin.ek.atan, 1973. 


;NSS Report No. 144-17th Round. 
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3: 1 in respect of ownership holdings of marginal and small far¬ 
mers. It will he reasonable to expect the (overage of the pro¬ 
gramme to follow, on the acreage, this pattern in the combined 
project areas. 1 his woidd ensure that the programme has the 
necessary tilt in favour of Lhe marginal fanners who are more 
numerous in the countrv. 


a.21. Considering the administrative capability and the 
need to devote individual attention, we feel that it should be 
possible to cover about 70.000 farmers in the area under an 
Agency during the f ifth f ive Year Flan. It is administrativelv 
most convenient to organise the programmes on a district basis, 
it would, therefore, he preferable to follow the principle of 
one district one Agency. Where extension of the area to 
adjoining districts becomes absolutely necessary due to load 
conditions, the minimum additional area which can be brought 
within the fold of the Agencv should be a Block. In general, 
the programmes will cover 17,700 small fanners and 52.700 
marginal fanners in each Agency area thus ensuring the ratio 
1 : •}. The coverage of small and marginal farmers for the deve¬ 
lopment of crop production in each of the selected areas will 
then varv programmewise accordingly as these areas are well 
endowed with water facility and potential or relatively less 
endowed from the point of view' of extending irrigation support. 

,‘i.22. At present, 79.7 Agencv Units arc operating the pro¬ 
gramme. for small and marginal farmer? and agricultural labou¬ 
rers in the States and Union Territories. The Agency Units 
in the Union Territories of Goa. Delhi and Pondicherry as 
well as those of Hoshiarpnr and Ropar in Punjab have been 
treated as fractional units sim'c the allocation of funds to these 
Agencies is less than what is normally given to fulHedged Agen¬ 
cies in other areas. Those Agencv Units comprise Hi SFDA and 
•12 YIFAL projects. Among these Units, six are common to 
both the SFDA and MFAL. 


3.2‘t. Out approach being (he creation of a combined 
Agency to look after the programme of small and marginal far¬ 
mers and agricultural labourers in each area and our objective 
being to cover on an average, about 70,000 small and marginal 
farmers' families in the programme, we recommend that the 
proposed combined programme should be extended during the 
Fifth Five Year Plan period to 100 Agency Units including the 
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existing 79.5 Agency Units. This will mean the extension of 
the programme to an additional 80.5 Agency Units during the 
fifth Plan. The expanded programme will thus cover about 
1 i million families by the end of the fifth Plan. 


.‘>.21. Since the programme is for small and marginal farmers 
and agricultural labourers, it seems appropriate to allocate Hift 
Agency Units to the States and Union Territories on the basis 
of the number of tamilics belonging to these categories. But 
Statewise information on the number of small and marginal 
farmer families is not available. In the circumstances, based 
on the available census figures of cultivators and agricultural 
labourers, the number belonging to the catcgorv of small and 
marginal fanners has been apportioned on the basis of the 
observed size class distribution of ownership holdings to get a 
rough indication of the State wise distribution of the number of 
small and marginal fanners. We have distributed 100 Agenct 
Units among the States and Union Territories on this basis. 
Some States have a larger number of Units than warranted bv 
the principle adopted for distribution. Since these projects are 
already on the ground and cannot be withdrawn, the number 
of Agencv Units in some States would have to be less than 
those to which thev are entitled. The additional Agencv Units 
have been allocated to the States after making the necessary 
adjustments. The Commission, therefore, recommends adop¬ 
tion of the following allocation of Agency Units to the States 
and Union Territories. 


Table -A!.LOCATION OF 

ADDITIONAL 

AGENCV UNIT'S 

TO STATES 

Suite/UT 

Existing 

Additio nil 

Total 

Agency 

Agency 

Agency 


Units. 

Units. 

Units. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Andhra Pradesh 

4 

11 

15 

Assam 

4 

— 

4 

Bihar 

5 

13 

IP. 

Gujarat 

5 

1 

6 

Haryana 

3 


3 
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1 

o 

3 

4 

Himachal Pradesh 

2 

— 

2 

Jammu & Kashmir 

4 

— 

4 

Kerala 

2 

2 

4 

Madhya Pradesh 

5 

7 

12 

Maharashtra 

4 

8 

12 

Manipur 

! 

— 

1 

Meghalaya 

2 

— 

2 

Mysore 

5 

2 

7 

Nagaland 

i 

— 

1 

Orissa 

5 

2 

7 

Punjab 

4 

— 

4 

Rajasthan 

5 

— 

3 

Tamil Nadu 

5 

7 

12 

Tripura 

i 

— 

1 

Uttar Pradesh 

6 

20 

26 

West Bengal 

5 

4 

9 

Delhi 

•5 

— 

*3 

Goa. Daman & Diu 

*5 

— 

■5 

Pondicherry 

• 5 

— 

•5 

Arunachal Pradesh 

— 

•5 

•3 

Unallotted 


^ 3 

3 


79-5 

80.5 

160-0 


The details are given in Appendix IV 


j. 25. About fifty percent of the existing Agencies appear 
to be located in districts which are relatively better endowed 
with water facility and potential. In our Interim Report on 
Modernising Irrigation Systems and Integrated Development of 
Commanded Areas, w'e had advocated development of the com¬ 
manded areas of the irrigation projects. It is understood that 
special programmes of development for these areas are being 
contemplated for the Fifth Plan which would benefit small and 
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marginal farmers in these areas, i he number of better endowed 
areas will, therefore, be limited where the combined programme 
of small and marginal farmers could be extended. The next 
best areas which can he selected for this programme would be 
thos'e having fairly assured rainfall. The programme need not 
be extended to drought affected districts in which a separate 
programme has been taken up. 

3.26. Agricultural development leads to greater economic 
activity. It may reasonably be assumed that the programmes 
suggested in this Report will lead to considerable public and 
private works, intensive cultivation and extra production. We 
have recommended that the States should take up irrigation and 
land development works through State investment on a substan¬ 
tial scale in Lite areas selected. All these would have their impact 
on the demand for labour. A very rough estimate made* reveals 
that on an average, for th'e area under each Agency, a require¬ 
ment oE about 70,000 manyears of 100 days can be expected 
directly from the investment programme. The details are shown 
in Appendix V. If it is assumed that 50 percent of this labour 
would be provided by small and marginal farmers themselves, 
the requirement of the agricultural labourers is likely to be, 
on an average, about 35,000 manyears of 100 days in each area. 

3.27. The programmes suggested above are basically orien¬ 
ted towards improvement of crop production by small and 
marginal farmers. While through this development small and 
marginal farmers above a certain level of holdings in irrigated 
and rainfed areas can be enabled to rise above the minimum 
level of consumption, there will be a large number still left 
who may not have an incremental income sufficient to cross the 
poverty line. To the extent possible, these small and marginal 
farmers would have to be assisted with subsidiary occupation 
programmes or suitable labour assignments to improve their 
economic position. 

3.28. The subsidiary occupation programme is the main 
ingredient of the MFAL programme so far under execution. 
This programme has generally been of the nature of milk pro¬ 
duction and poultry raising. Some amount of sheep and pig 
rearing has also been supported here and there. In paragraph 
3.6, we have discussed the magnitude of the programme which 


*The Report of the Working Group on Agriculture of the Committee on 
Unemployment, Govt, of India, 1972, was utilised for the calculations. 
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alone can give a steady and remunerative occupation to the 
entrepreneur of this class. The Commission has carefully con¬ 
sidered whether in the combined programme for the small 
and marginal fanners and agricultural labourers the subsidiary 
programme should be continued as a part of the main pro¬ 
gramme invariably in all the projects. In its Interim Report 
on Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and 
Agricultural Labourers, the Commission has recommended a 
programme for 107 districts in the country during the Fifth 
Plan period which, in its opinion, can be supported by an adc 
quatc marketing complex and an assured demand in selected 
urban centres of sufficient size. A number of districts where the 
combined programme would be taken up mav coincide with the 
majoritv of the districts selected for the milk programme. The 
Commission recommends that the subsidiary milk programme 
should be superimposed as a separate programme in these 
combined programme districts. The financing of the milk pro¬ 
gramme should be self-contained in a separate programme and 
should not be done from out of the project funds now ear¬ 
marked for the combined programme. Similarly, in the Interim 
Report now being issued b\ the Commission cm Poultry, Sheep 
and Pig Production, 167 districts for poultry, HO districts for 
sheep and 100 districts for pig have been suggested for the 
intensive programmes. These subsidiary programmes should, 
similarly, be taken up in those combined programme districts 
which coincide with those suggested for the individual special 
programmes of poultry, pig and sheep rearing. The financing 
of the programmes for each species should be .similarly self- 
contained and should not form part of the combined pro¬ 
gramme funds. In other districts of the combined programme, 
the Commission recommends that haphazard and small schemes 
of such subsidiarv occupations should not be sponsored or sup¬ 
ported by the Agencies. 

g.29. The combined programme Agencies should be in close 
touch with the special programmes of milk production, poultry 
raising, sheep rearing and pig production in whichever districts 
these special programmes are superimposed. These Agencies 
should be responsible for identifying the beneficiaries amongst 
small and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers for these 
special programmes. The Agencies should take steps to see 
that iu this selection such of the small farmers, marginal farmers 
and agricultural labourers as would not get over the minimum 
need level bv the crop production and area development pro¬ 
grammes alone, mav be suitably selected to give them an addi¬ 
tional income to enable them to cross the minimum need level. 
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A substantial number of persons selected for the special pro¬ 
gramme should be additional to the persons selected for the 
main programme. This is necessary so as to spread the benefits 
to as large a number of the population in the lowest three 
deciles of income in the rural sector as possible. As a rough 
guide, more than half of the beneficiaries in the special schemes 
should be outside the main programme of crop production. 

3.30. In the old programme, the agricultural labourer was 
directly looked after onlv in the MFAL areas in two wars. A 
certain amount of finances tioin the programme was earmarked 
for rural works. This amount was of the order of Rs. 20 lakhs 
per project. In addition, the labourers were also included in 
the subsidiary occupation programmes like milk production, 
poultry, sheep and pig rearing. Of course, their participation 
in the programme was very marginal. In the SFDA programme, 
there was no direct provision for the agricultural labourers. It. 
was contemplated that the programme of additional agricultural 
production would automatically lead to additional employment 
facilities for the labourers. No attempt urns made to quantify 
this. In the combined programme, the agricultural labourers 
would be given fair opportunity in the subsidiary occupation 
programmes wherever they arc superimposed on the main pro¬ 
gramme. A substantial number of districts being covered bv 
these additional programmes, the benefits would be also sub¬ 
stantial in these districts. The subsidiary programmes now 
contemplated are several times larger than the previous pro¬ 
grammes attempted under the MFAL projects. In addition, the 
area development programmes provided for in the combined 
programme would generate labour opportunities of 35,000 man- 
vears of 100 days each to the agricultural labourers in the area 
as has been explained in paragraph 3.26. This is more than 
four times what has been provided in the MFAL programme 
specifically for agricultural labourers. In addition, the much 
more intensive crop production programme, both under irriga¬ 
ted agriculture and dry farming, would give increased labour 
opportunities to agricultural labourers in the districts than 
in the old programme. 

3.31. The programmes outlined above would have to be 
implemented with a sense of urgency. The Commission recom¬ 
mends that the entire programme should be time-bound that 
target-oriented to get tangible results within the specified period 
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SECTION IV 


TECHNICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
TO THE PROGRAMME 

4.1. The organisation and the administration of the pro¬ 
grammes of development for small and marginal farmers are 
important if full results out of the efforts to help the weaker 
sections of the community are desired. Our recommendations 
being for a combined approach to the problems of small far¬ 
mers, marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in the area 
of operation, it would be necessary to develop a suitable orga¬ 
nisation and structure which would give reasonable results. In 
both the SFDA and MEAL projects, the present approach is to 
have a coordinating organisation with a minimum of staff who 
would lay down the programme and ask for implementation. 
The task of actual implementation is to be distributed amongst 
the extension, supply and credit agencies already working in the 
districts. It was not contemplated that any new structure would 
be created for the actual implementation of the field programme. 

4.2. In the course of implementation, difficulties are faced 
in bringing the concerned organisations together in the pro¬ 
gramme in the manner required. All these organisations already 
in the field have responsibilities of a varied kind and the .SFDA 
and MEAL projects are not their only responsibility. They 
are, therefore, unable to give the concentrated attention which 
the programme demands. Secondly, it has been the experience 
all along that a common service in the rural sector is generally 
pre-empted by the rich and influential sections of the com¬ 
munity. Unless special steps are taken to direct attention to the 
weaker sections and ensux-e targets of performance, it would be 
difficult to achieve results. 

4.3. The National Seminar on Small/Marginal Farmers and 
Agricultural Labourers (1972) brought out the fact that the 
normal extension staff in the selected districts had, by and large, 
failed to provide sufficient guidance and assistance to the SFDA 
and MFAL authorities in identifying the problems of small and 
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers and in formulating 
appropriate programmes for implementation with the result 
that the SFDA and MFAL Agencies did not receive adequate 
extension support on the field. In such a situation, it would be 
necessary to ensure that special programmes like those of the 
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SFDA and MFAL which are meant for the weaker sections of 
the population are not neglected because of lack of attention 
by the extension stall at all levels—district, block, circle and 
village. The extension machinery in the districts should, of 
necessary, be strengthened and oriented to pay particular atten¬ 
tion to the problems of small and marginal farmers. 

4.4 It is admitted that the present structure of cooperatives 
is not efficient in meeting the needs of the weaker sections. The 
Commission examined the problems of credit, supply, services 
and marketing for the various programmes meant for the small 
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers and recom¬ 
mended in its Interim Report on Credit Services for Small and 
Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers the establishment 
of an intergrated agricultural credit service to tackle those pro¬ 
blems. For this purpose. Farmers’ Service Societies were pro¬ 
posed to be set up at die Tehsil Block level and linked with 
the Lead Bank of the district. The recommendations of the 
Commission in this regard have been examined and the pro¬ 
posal to constitute Farmers’ Service Societies lias been accepted 
by the Government with certain modifications. The proposal 
is to set up Farmers' Service Societies in selected areas as a 
pilot experiment. 

4.5. With a view to bringing about proper coordination bet¬ 
ween the SFDA/MFAL Agencies and the Farmers’ Service Socie¬ 
ties, it is proposed that one of the nominated Directors on the 
Fanners’ Service Society should be an officer of the SFDA/ 
MFAL. The Director so nominated would attend meetings 
regularly and give necessary guidance to the Board as well as 
the Managing Director of the Society, so that it functions effec¬ 
tively in implementing the various programmes meant for small 
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers. Similarly, it 
is expected that the services of the entire extension machinery in 
the district would become available to Farmers’ Service Societies. 

4.6. The Farmers' Service Society is expected eventually to 
meet the cost of its staff including technical staff in the field. To 
start with, however, it is envisaged that subsidies would be neces¬ 
sary for managerial and technical personnel. Apart from the 
extension staff of the State Government or Zila Parishad/Pan- 
chayat Samiti, the Society would be having its own cell of 
technical personnel and field supervisors, the number and cate¬ 
gory of such technical staff and field staff being dependent on 
the area of its operation. It is expected that the financing insti¬ 
tution. where it is a commercial bank, would meet the cost of 
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the Managing Director of the Society for a period of 3 to 5 
years. Similarly, in the initial years, the State Governments 
would have to provide subsidy towards the cost of the staff of 
the Society. 

4.7. Thus, when a Farmers’ Service Society is organised, it 
can, in one plate, provide credit, service, supplv and marketing 
facilities and also technical advice. In such an event, the co¬ 
ordinating Agcnc.v in the district, i.e. SFDA/MFAL, will have 
a much easier task to handle having to attend onlv to a certain 
number of Farmers' Service Societies in the district and ensure 
that their requirements air met in time bv the concerned autho¬ 
rities. For this reason, the Commission recommends that as 
many Farmers’ Service Societies as possible should be established 
in the project areas. 

4.8. The adoption of improved agricultural practices requi¬ 
res technical advice and extension service. In its Interim Report 
on Some Aspects of Agricultural Research. Extension and Train¬ 
ing, the Commission has recommended that from the point of 
view of ensuring an effective extension service on the field, it 
is desirable to provide a graduate Agricultural Extension Officer 
for a population of about 10.000 to 12,000 (at which level, inci¬ 
dentally, the branches ol the Farmers’ Service Societies are to 
he organised) and at the taluk level provide a group of subject- 
matter specialists relevant to the programme in the area. To 
start with, wc recommend the same pattern in the districts 
where special programmes for small and marginal farmers are 
in operation. 

4.9. We have noted earlier that a common service is gene¬ 
rally pre-empted by the more iniluential among the rural popu¬ 
lation. There has, therefore, to be some special arrangements 
to ensure adequate attention to the small and marginal farmers 
in the project areas. This is all the more necessary because we 
have suggested coverage: of large number of small and marginal 
farmers in rainfed areas, where technical competence is an extre¬ 
mely important factor. A small man requires the facilities 
much more. Individual attention to problems of small and 
marginal fanners would he possible only when the structure in 
the distric t is .suitable strengthened and oriented to their needs. 
The strengthening would be necessary at all levels. At the vil¬ 
lage level, each village level worker should not have more than 
seven to eight villages under his jurisdiction as in the case of 
Intensive Agricultural Area Programmes. The success of the 
programmes outlined in the previous Section would depend in 
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a large measure on the t\pc and scale of extension service that 
the States are able to provide. The discussions at the National 
Seminar on Small and Marginal Farmers have revealed that the 
States have not so far provided the necessary additional staff in 
the project areas. If there is similar neglect in future, the entire 
programme will suffer. This must not be allowed to happen. 
I he Commission, therefore, recommends that the release of 
funds for the projects should be linked with the provision of 
additional extension staff for the programme in the project areas 
by the States. The Commission is emphasising this in the inte¬ 
rest of the programme and the weaker sections of the Society. 

4.10. Since the Agricultural Officer in-charge of a district 
has numerous responsibilities, the Commission recommends that 
there should be a Special Officer under him to coordinate, guide 
and supervise the work of the specialists and extension workers 
in the field in relation to the programmes for small and margi¬ 
nal farmers, 1 he problems of small farmers and marginal far¬ 
mers require close studv and understanding and frequent con¬ 
tact with the actual field conditions. The addition of a whole- 
time Special Officer for agriculture at the district level for this 
programme would ensure not only effective guidance to the 
extension workers but also help the project authorities and the 
Fanners’ Service Societies, wherever they are established, in for¬ 
mulating suitable programmes and ensuring their implemen¬ 
tation. 



SECTION V 


FINANCING OF 

COMBINED SFDA AND MFAL PROGRAMMES 

5.1. Our analysis has shown that for the programme to be 
successful, it has to be on a compact area basis and must include 
within its ambit the small and marginal farmers and agricul¬ 
tural labourers in the same area. The pilot schemes of SFDA 
and MFAL had to limit the number of beneficiaries and the 
area of operation in order to restrict the expenditure per dis¬ 
trict to the allotment in the Plan. In this Section, we examine 
the financial requirement of the programme we have suggested 
during the Fifth Plan period. In this connection, the methods 
of financing of the programme at present needs a re-examination. 
It is necessary to know whether all the types of subsidies and 
help built into the pilot schemes should continue or we can 
modify them further in the light of experience. 

5.2 Under the approved scheme, the SFDA provides a 
subsidy not exceeding 25 percent of the capital investment on 
construction of wells, purchase of equipments, livestock, etc. 
Similarly, the MFAL Agency also gives subsidy subject to a 
maximum of 33-1/3 percent to the marginal farmers for capital 
investment in crop production, animal husbandry, etc. These 
subsidies had initially varied from State to State and in one 
and the same State from project to project. The Government 
of India has since decided to allow the subsidy at a uniform 
rate of 25 percent to small farmers and 33-1 >3 percent to mar¬ 
ginal farmers and agricultural labourers on capital investment 
undertaken by the participant farmers. 

5.3 There are two important reasons why these subsidies 
for capital investment in land shaping, canals, drainage and 
irrigation tire justified and should be continued. The class of 
farmers who arc selected for the programme comprises those 
whose present income places them below the minimum need 
level of consumption. Even with the facilities available under 
the programme, rtianv of them would still remain with incomes 
below the minimum need level. I his is the class which has so 
far not benefited bv the massive investment that the State has 
made in agricultural development in the shape of irrigation, 
soil conservation and other programmes. Till now, the benefits 
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have mainly gone to the richer class. In addition, those who 
got the benefits of State irrigation projects are not paying even 
the moderate maintenance rates, let alone a fair return on the 
capital spent. This has resulted in a heavy subsidy in the 
system in favour of the richer farmers who have so far been 
benefited by the State programmes of irrigation and drainage. 
The State should construct a large number of irrigation and 
drainage projects for the benefit of the small and marginal 
farmers out of their Plan resources but the programmes which 
are of the kind of w ? tlls and shallow tubewells have to be pri¬ 
vate or community ventures. Because of this, it is not fair to 
deny them a certain amount of State support to the programme. 
In the view of the Commission, the subsidies of 25 percent for 
small farmers and 33-1/3 percent for marginal farmers would 
be fully justified. 

5.4 Today’s marginal farmer has taken to various subsidiary 
occupations to augment his income and try to meet his mini¬ 
mum needs. Subsidiary occupations like animal husbandry, 
poultry rearing etc. are still mostly by-product enterprises and 
not very remunerative. The incomes from such occupations 
being insufficient, he has to go in for labour assignments in 
the agricultural and non-agricultural fields for his living. 
Labour opportunities do not depend on one’s option but one 
has to fit into the market demand to get these opportunities 
for subsidiary incomes. These farmers have thus developed an 
economy which does not allow them to pay full and proper 
attention to their own farming operations. If to this class the 
investments bring in opportunities of belter farming, it w’ould 
take some time before they can adjust to the new routine and 
needs, and pay more attention to farming to the detriment of the 
normal labour assignments. Further, irrigation may be paying for 
itself and give a good income if the area of the farmer under 
irrigation is more than half hectare. But with fragmented hold¬ 
ings it may well happen that only one or tw r o of the fragments 
get irrigation support. Thereby, the beneficiary is still not out 
of the woods. His consumption needs being imperative, he 
requires consideration in the terms of repayment. All this adds 
up to the second reason for maintaining the subsidy that is 
now given to small and marginal farmers in the projects. 

5.5 At present, 50 percent subsidy is given to irrigation 
projects constructed bv Panchayats/Cooperatives or Gramsabhas 
where the benefits flow largely to small and marginal farmers. 
'This help has also been allowed to State tubewell organisa¬ 
tions. We have seen that in certain cases a group approach 
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to wells or tubewells would be beneficial. When some small 
farmers and marginal farmers combine themselves for the 
construction of a well or a tubewell, they would be entitled 
to subsidy as applicable to them. We think that a similar 
dispensation to Panel)ayat or Cooperative or Gramsabhas would 
be in order. There is no need to grant a higher rate of subsidy 
when these organisations undertake to construct wells or tube- 
wells for the community. When a large farmer comes within 
tire command of such a well or tubewell, he should pav for his 
share of the cost and no subsidy is required for him. No subsidy 
need, however, be given to State Corporations. The State Gov¬ 
ernments would have to ensure that these Corporations give 
special priority to the development of minor irrigation in the 
combined programme districts which would benefit a substan¬ 
tial number of small and marginal farmers. 

5.6 In the irrigation programme, there is a risk of failure 
of the well or tubewell that has to he faced. As the small farmer 
or marginal farmer cannot afford to hear the loss, some consi¬ 
deration is necessary. At present, some States have evolved a 
scheme of hearing 25 to 100 percent of such infructuous expen¬ 
diture. For the marginal farmer, even the half charge without 
getting any benefits may he too much. In the view of the Com¬ 
mission, the problem of risk can be rationalised by following, as 
far as practicable, the method adopted in Rajasthan for instal¬ 
ling community tubewells. The problem arises in difficult areas 
where ground water is scarce and the quantities also vary from 
well to well. In such areas, maximum benefit to the area can 
he obtained bv planning the location of the wells or tubewells 
on a scientific basis without reference to the persons on whose 
land it would fall: then treating them as community wells to 
he used by all the small and marginal farmers whose lands can 
he covered bv the source. Thereby, it is possible to pre-empt, to 
some extent, the available ground water in favour of the small 
and marginal farmers’ programme and also to get maximum 
benefit out of the available water. The Commission recommends 
that in difficult areas, this method should he uniformly adopted. 
According to the Rajasthan pattern, the standard output per 
well for the scheme is fixed taking into consideration the past 
experience of the area or similar areas and also based on the 
economics of possible agriculture on the amount of output 
allowed in the standard. If a bore or an excavation for a well 
does not strike water, the cost of the bore or excavation is not 
charged to the community. If the well gives the standard output, 
it is charged the average cost of completed wells in the area. 
If the output is less, the charge on the well is proportionately 
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less. Similarly, if the output is larger, the charge is proportion¬ 
ately larger. After the entire account is settled, whatever is not 
recovered from the community is treated as the State subsidy for 
the failure to strike water or a reasonable quantity of water. A 
risk fund has, therefore, to be built into the budgets of the 
Agencies. 

5.7 In the existing budgets of SFDA/MFAL there is already 
a provision for failed well subsidy. The provision generally 
made is about Rs. 1.0—1.5 lakhs. In view of the fact that there 
is considerable emphasis now on ground water survey before 
well points are located, the frequenev of failure may be less. In 
areas better endowed with water facility and potential, a pro¬ 
vision of Rs. 1.5 lakhs per Agency for the risk fund may be 
sufficient to insulate against completely failed wells and cases of 
insufficient discharge from the wells. In areas less endowed with 
water facility and potential, wc feel that a risk fund of about 
Rs. 3 lakhs may be necessary. 

5.8 We have recommended that a substantial number of 
small and marginal farmers in dry areas should be covered under 
the programme. The farmers in these areas may be slow to 
accept the improved technology of fanning and make necessary 
investments. The State can play a vital role in such areas by 
organising works of its own. The State should undertake major 
works which arc to be organised on catchment basis. In the 
case of minor works on individual holdings or a few farmers’ 
holdings taken together. State subsidies to individuals would be 
necessary for programmes of land shaping, contour bunding etc. 
In the budgets of the Agencies, therefore, there is need to pro¬ 
vide both for the State works and individual or group works. 
On the basis of the assumptions and calculations made in Ap¬ 
pendix VI, it appears that, on an average, in areas better endo¬ 
wed with water facility and potential, a sum of Rs. 45 lakhs 
would be sufficient for works to be taken up by the State in 
each project area. In less endowed areas, a sum of about Rs. 
67.50 lakhs may be necessary for each Agency. 

5.9 An area programme for small and marginal farmers 
with suitable land development and irrigation facilities and 
technical advice makes the production levels fairly secure and 
the investment creditworthy. The schemes are theoretically 
neutral to scale. Yet it is a fact that the cooperative sector, 
though it has accepted the concept of growth for purposes of 
determining creditworthiness, has been reluctant to invest large 
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sums of money to support the marginal farmers or even small 
farmers who may have viable programmes for proved credit¬ 
worthy schemes. It is to woo them out of this reluctance that 
the large subsidies in long, medium and short term loans have 
been built into SFDA/MFAL credit systems. Are these people 
of small personal credit needs really a credit risk? It is gene¬ 
rally the experience that the people of modest means try to 
discharge their debt obligations promptly because they are only 
too well aware of the risk of not paying which might result in 
the source of supply drying up. 

5.10 In order to induce the cooperatives to support the pro¬ 
duction programme of the small farmer, marginal farmer and 
agricultural labourer, the scheme offers special subsidy of 6 
percent to the primary cooperatives on the additional loans 
advanced by them to these people and 3 percent to the coopera¬ 
tive banks on this amount in the SFDA areas. In the MFAL 
areas, the corresponding amounts of subsidy are 8 percent and 
3 percent. For long term credit, the land development banks 
get a 3 percent risk fund subsidy on their additional loaning to 
small and marginal farmers. These rates are fairly high. It is 
understood that at present the drawal on this risk fund is sub¬ 
stantially lower than what was provided initially in the pro¬ 
gramme. It is true, however, that the loaning itself has been 
of a vet}' low" order in the SFDA and MFAL areas. Thus, we 
find that in all the SFDA projects, long and medium term loans 
advanced by cooperatives from the inception upto March, 1973 
have been only about Rs. 21 crores and Rs. 8 crorcs respectively. 
The short term credit up to March 1973 during the cooperative 
year 1972-73 has also been only about Rs. 17 crores advanced 
to about 3.4 lakhs participant farmers against 23.6 lakhs farmers 
identified for participation in the programmes. These are clearly 
much below that required for a programme to generate produc¬ 
tion which should substantially add to the net income of the 
parties involved. Yet the programmes that are being propa¬ 
gated are all creditworthy schemes provided the full credit is 
given and the technical consultancy is made available. The 
risk element, therefore, is much less than in a general programme 
relating to tire weaker sections of the community. In the view of 
the Commission, there is, therefore, no special reason why subsi¬ 
dies at such high rates should be given to the credit organisa¬ 
tions. It is obvious that the cooperative credit system is lagging 
behind not for lack of sufficient incentives but undoubtedly for 
other reasons which the Commission has already dealt w-ith in 
its Interim Report on Credit Services for Small Farmers, Margi¬ 
nal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers. It is observed that 
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possibly in some projects, this risk fund is being used to support 
ine share capital to be contributed by the farmers. We feel that 
the subsidy to be given in each programme which has been 
accepted for implementation should be more than enough to 
cover the share capital of the small and marginal farmers joining 
the cooperative credit system. 


mil Considering this, the Commission recommends that 
the risk fund subsidy allowed to the cooperative credit 
agencies for additional long, medium and short term loans 
should be sealed down and given on the following pattern: — 

Recommended Pattern of Risk Fund Subsidy 



Existing 

Recommended 

Long-term Loans: 

Land Mortgage Banks 

3% 

2% 

Medium-term Loans : 

Primary Societies 

6%* 

4% 

Central Cooperative 

3% 

2% 

Banks 

Short-term Loans: 

Primary Societies 

G% 

4% 

Central Cooperative 

3% 

2% 

Banks 


‘8% in MEAL areas. 


5.12 The Commission would like to draw attention to a 
disturbing fact which has come to its notice. We understand 
that in the lending programme under the ARC schemes in some 
areas, the full amounts of the loans granted to small and 
marginal farmers are not reaching them. A substantial part 
of these loans is being deducted towards the recovery of old 
debts and only the balance is being made over to the farmers. 
As a result, the effectiveness of the credit programme which is 
designed to increase productive capabilities of the farmers 
gets considerably reduced. It is necessary to be vigilant and 
avoid such a situation in the credit programmes for small and 
marginal farmers. It is further understood that the banks have 
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also a practice by which they endeavour to liquidate a small 
earlier debt by adding a suitable amount to the value of the 
loan so as to obtain the first charge on the security. So long as 
this docs not affect the proceeds of the loan granted to a small 
or marginal farmer, there might not be any difficulty. How¬ 
ever, considering the totality of the situation, the Commission 
would like to emphasise that the loans are given for specific 
purposes hut if the amounts are allowed to be diverted, it 
would seriously undermine the effectiveness of the programme. 
The Commission, therefore, recommends that adequate precau¬ 
tions should be taken so that the full amounts of the credit 
sanctioned to the small and marginal farmers for improving 
their crop production do reach them. There should not be 
any deductions by way of adjustment of old debts. 

3.13 Marginal farmers in the MFAL areas are allowed sub¬ 
sidies for inputs consisting of seeds, fertilisers and pesticides upto 
33-1/3 percent subject to a ceiling of Rs. 100 per participant 
(unless a higher financial limit has already been sanctioned for 
special reasons in a particular project). This subsidy is allow¬ 
ed for two seasons within a year or spread over two years 
depending on local conditions. In the view of the Commis¬ 
sion, this subsidy should be limited to only one cropping season. 
Where irrigation development is possible, the marginal farmer 
need be helped initially to take to improve agricultural 
practices. It is hoped that the returns from the irrigated 
farming will be sufficient to demonstrate to him the utility of 
improved technology. In dry areas, a substantial portion of 
the area would come under development through Government 
works. Moreover, in the scheme of things, there is also provi¬ 
sion for subsidy on the cost of transport of inputs. Here also, 
the marginal farmer should be helped only initially to adopt 
improved farming practices for which a certain amount of help 
may be necessary. The input subsidy to marginal farmers 
should, therefore, be restricted to only one cropping season. 


3.14 In the present scheme, there is provision for sub¬ 
sidies for marketing and processing units and for custom service 
units and charges. The Commission feels that the State 
Governments should draw up Plan schemes in the State sector 
for marketing and processing units and no special subsidy for 
these from the Agency funds is. therefore, called for. As 
regards custom service units and charges also, no special subsidy 
is considered necessary in view of the various other subsidies 
and help contemplated to be given to the individual beneficiary. 
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Assistance is available under other schemes to set up custom 
service centres. This should be availed of by the Agro-Indust¬ 
ries Corporations to set up such centres. What the State 
should ensure is that fair rates are charged for these services- 
from the beneficiaries and that the services are available in 
time to them. 

5.15 The -SI*DA and Ml AL schemes have a provision for 
subsidy for transport of input. The Commission feels that 
this subsidy should be continued. We feel that a provision per 
Agency of Rs. 1 lakh for comparatively better endowed areas 
ancl Rs. 2 lakhs for relatively less endowed areas should be 
allowed. 

5.1C There is need to develop markets and storage facili¬ 
ties in the project areas. In the budgets of the existing pro¬ 
jects, there is a provision for subsidy to cooperatives for storage 
construction. Similarly. funds are also provided by the 
Agencies for market development. In our view, such assistance 
should continue to be given. We feel that a provision of Rs. 4 
lakhs per Agency for this purpose would be sufficient. 

5.17 The provision for staff subsidy to institutions and 
provision for Agency staff which are now built into the bud¬ 
gets of the Agencies should hereafter be made by the State 
Governments in their Plan budgets. In making this recom¬ 
mendation, the Commission is guided by the consideration that 
when the programme is being extended substantially to cover 
a large number of small and marginal farmers, the States 
should also conic forward to share some of the burden. 

5.18 In Section IV, we have seen that the concept of 
Farmers' Service Society lias been accepted. It may be expec¬ 
ted that 40-50 such Societies may be established in the Agency 
areas during the Fifth Plan. These Societies would require 
financial support towards the cost of staff in the initial years. 
Except the salary of the Managing Director, which is to be 
borne by the financing bank, the State Government would Ire 
required to bear the cost of other staff of the Society. In addi¬ 
tion, the States would have to contribute Rs. 1 lakh as contri¬ 
bution to the share capital per Society. 

5.19 We have also stressed in Section IV that for the 
success of the programme it would be essential for the State 
Governments to provide adequate extension staff in the areas 
where these projects would be taken tip. The cost of this 
additional staff should be home by the States themselves. 
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5.20. Taking into consideration the requirement of funds 
to be provided by the States towards the staff subsidy to insti¬ 
tutions including the Farmers’ Service Societies, staff of the 
Agencies and the extension staff, it seems reasonable to pro¬ 
vide, on the average, about Rs. 25 lakhs per Agency Unit 
during the Fifth Plan. The States would be required to make 
the necessary provision in their budgets. 

5.21 In Section III, the Commission has recommended that 
there should be 160 Agency Units to cover about 11 million 
families of small and marginal farmers. Keeping in view the 
recommendations made above, the Commission has tried to 
estimate the requirements of funds per Agency Unit both in 
areas relatively well endowed with water facility and potential, 
and areas relatively less endou-ed with such facility and poten¬ 
tial. The detailed breakdown of the estimates is in Appendix 
VI. On the basis of the calculations made, it appears that a 
provision of about Rs. 2.18 crores would have to be made per 
Agency Unit in w T ell endowed areas and Rs. 1.91 crores per 
Agency Unit in less endowed areas. For the 160 Agency Units 
(76 units in well endowed areas and 84 units in less endowed 
areas), the total works out to about Rs. 326 crores. If credit 
is taken of nearly Rs. 45 crores likely to be spent during the 
Fourth Five Year Plan period on existing SFDA/MFAL pro¬ 
jects, the net requirement works out to Rs. 281 crores. As 
recommended by us, the provision of staff subsidy to institu¬ 
tions and for Agency and extension staff totalling Rs. 10 
crores would have to be made in the State Plan sector. The 
requirement in the Central Plan during the Fifth Fite Year 
Plan will, therefore, be Rs. 241 crores. The Commission re¬ 
commends that this amount be provided in the Central sector 
during the Fifth Plan. 
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Appendix I 

(See para 1.7) 


NATIONAL COMMISSION ON AGRICULTURE 

Term of Reference : E{iv) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ON SMART FARMERS 

The Small Farmers' Scheme is a scheme for the economic betterment of the 
small fanner, based oil the principle that a one-hectare farm provided with 
irrigation facilities to support two major crops in a year can provide sufficient 
output to support a farmer’s family and provide surplus produce lor the market 
and also surplus income in the hr*nds of the farmer to enable him to amortise 
capital investment in irrigation facilities and land improvement alongwith 
short-term credit for intensive agriculture. The scheme, therefore, depends 
entirely on the provision of irrigation. Without the basic irrigation the Small 
Farmers’ Scheme is meaningless. 

CRITERION 

1. What is the criterion adopted for determining the small farmers and how 
has the criterion been arrived at? What will be the number of farmers likely to 
come within the scope of the scheme if the limits are fixed at 2.5 to 5 acres in the 
case of irrigated or irrigable areas or upto 7.5 acres in the case of assured rainfall 
areas ? 

Irrigation Facilities 

2. The scheme contemplates provision of long or medium-term loan to the 
farmer for constructing his own irrigation facilites either an open well or tubcwcU 
with, if necessary, pumping facilities if it is economic. Selection of areas was 
to be based on availability of ground water or water in streams from which it 
can be lifted. 

A rough survey shows that there is yet no attempt to provide irrigation 
facilities for all the families of small farmers taking part in the scheme: thereby 
a basic requirement of the scheme appears to have been left unfulfilled. Is this 
observation true in the schemes taken up in your State? 

3. In some areas the best irrigation facility that can be provided is probably 
medium or a minor irrigation project, of a large-sized tubewell under State auspice s. 
No doubt, such an irrigation project will benefit not only the small 1 armors ’ 
families but also the larger farmers in the arm and also the marginal iarmers. 
Is such a scheme is the answer to the nee*l for irrigation, it is obvious that the first 
essential is to complete such a scheme or schemes in the area as a priority item. 
Will this not be possible from the Plan resources earmarked for minor irrigation 
and medium irrigation in the State? 

4. In some areas, probably, a combination of both State projects and priv are 
projects could be the answer. Has detailed planning been done for each of the smah 
farmers’ schemes in this respect in your orate? What is the present position . 

4—4 NCA/ND/7 3 


45 



46 


5. A farmer may have his land scattered over three or four plots. It may be 
difficult for one open well or tubewell to irrigate all his plots. In Gujarat, the 
problem has been solved to some extent by providing under-ground pipelines 
passing through other people’s lands where the plots are fairly-near. This system 
also allows for taking water to neighbour’s field where the neighbour is prepared 
to buy water regularly from the farmer. Is it possible to avail of such methods 
in your State to improve irrigation command of individual small farmers? 


6. Community wells or cooperative well or tubewell sytems can be one 
answer where there is too much fragmentation or interspersing of small and 
marginal farmers’ lands. What are the prospects of such methods succeeding in 
the Small Farmer’s Schemes in your State? 


Technical Support 

7. A small farmers’ scheme can succeed only if the farmer has prompt and 
effective technical advice to ensure his harvesting a reasonably good crop from 
his investments. What is the level of technical support that is given to the small 
farmers’ scheme in your State? Is there a case lor earmarking more skilled per¬ 
sonnel for this purpose in the area covered by the small farmers’ scheme and, if so, 
what are your suggestions? 


Pest Control 

8. One of the biggest hazards in intensive cultivation is the damage due to 
pests and diseases. Pest or disease control by individual farmer is ineffective if his 
neighbours do not observe similar routine. Pest or disease control is reasonably 
cheap if observed on an area basis by all the farmers effectively. Have you any 
methods in your State by which you can ensure that area covered by the operation 
of the small farmers’ scheme can be protected where necessary against pests or 
diseases on an area basis by suitable organisation and suitable mobilisation of 
funds, equipment and pesticides? Arc there any difficulties ? Please state. 


Marketing 

9. As the objective of the small farmers’ scheme is intensive cultivation of 
two major crops per year against a single doubtful major crop, there is bound 
to be in crease in output in the various major crops attempted. Besides, the scheme 
will change the small farmers’ group in the area from subsistence-farming to com¬ 
mercial farming. For the first time they will be looking for a market for their 
produce. Unless there is a suitable marketing system which will automatically 
absorb their produce at a fair price as and when offered, the scheme is bound 
to collapse. What is your thinking on this subject? Are any steps being contem¬ 
plated to organise marketing in the small farmers’ areas and, if so, please state the 
outlines of the scheme and difficulties, if any ? 


Credit 

10. Long, medium and short-term loans will be required in large quantities 
of support a small farmers’ scheme. The scheme contemplates help through co¬ 
operative system. Is your cooperative structure strong enough to take up the 
responsibility in the various areas selected for the scheme ? It not, what are the 
alternatives you are contemplating in making credit availabe to the farmer? 
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11. ^ The commercial banking system is a possible alternative. The system 
suffers from a lack of expertise in agriculture and a Jack of personnel to cover- 
large areas. A preliminary discussion shows that an adopted-village approach 
may produce quick results from the banking sector. The banks expect that 
technical help in formulating the agricultural programmes for the whole village 
and giving technical advice at various periods of the cr opping seasons will be 
available from the Department in the village and that technical advice will be 
available for organised irrigation and constructing wells, tubewells, etc. Where 
rural electrification is needed, they also expect technical support. Is it possible 
to identify in the districts selected for the Small Farmers. Scheme, Villages which 
can be taken up in the first round under an adopted-village scheme to give the 
necessary impetus to the project? What are youi views on this subject? 

12. Are there any limitations in the matter of long-and medium-term 
loans for capital investment by small farmer in your State ? If so, please state them 
and give your suggestions for improvement. 


Record of Rights 

13. What is the present position regarding the recording of rights of the 
small fanners, particularly the tenants’ rights in the land records? Is the absence 
of such record of lights standing in the way oi their getting the credit? What 
measures do you propose to take to remove tins difficulty? 



Appendix II 
(See para ) .7) 


.VATIOXIL COMMISSIO.Y OX AGRICULTURE 

Information on Small Farmers Development Agency 

1. Na me of Project: 

2. Irrigation 

(a) Number of small farmers to be covered by SI'DA 

(b/ Number of small farmers iiidentified for the purpose so far. 

(c) Number of farmers om of (a': covered by existing irrigation 
facilities. 

(d> Additional number of small farmers likely to be covered by 
new irrigation sources under the SFDA programme. 

(c) Are there any pockets in the SFDA area which have existing 
irrigation facilities but the small farmers residing in these 
pockets have not been included in the SI DA programme? 

If ves, please indicate the number of such farmers. 

(f) Are there any pockets in the SFDA area having irrigation po¬ 
tential (including ground water 1 but the small farmers 
residing in these packets have not been included in the 
SFDA programme ? Fhves. please indicate the number of 
such farmers. 

3. Consolidation of holding-. 

Is there any programme h»* consolidation in the SFDA area? II so 

indicate the details of the progi .iniyae and progre^ achieved so far. 


Number 


. please 
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Appendix III 

(See para 2.4) 


List -/j SFDAjMFAL Projects 


Name of the Stair/ 
Territory 

nton 

Projects 

SEDA 


MEAL 

i 

2 


3 

Andhra Pradesli 

I. Cuddapah 

i. 

Nalgonda 


2. Nalgonda 

3. Srikakulam 

2. 

\ isakhapatnam 

Assam 

4. Goalpara 

•2. 

Mika- Hills 


5. Nowgong 

4. 

Kainrup 

Bihar 

6. Champa ran 

5. 

Ranchi 


7. Purnra 

•3. Patna 

6. 

Sbahabad 

Gujarat . 

!). Jimagailh 

7. 

Bulsar 


K>. Surat 

11. Sabarknntha 

8. 

Baroda 

Haryana 

. . 12, Ambala 

9. 

Ambala 


13. Curgaon 

10. 

Bhiwani 

Himachal Pradesh 

. . J4. Sinrmr 

11. 

Solar. 

Jammu & Kashmir - 

. 15 Anantnag 

12. 

Baramnla 


ib. Jammu-Kathiu 

. 13. 

Poonch-Rajouri 

Kerala 

. 17. Cannanore 

14. 

Cannanore 


18. Qiiilon 

15. 

Quilon 

Madhya Pradesh 

. 19. Bilaspur 

16. 

Durg 


20. ChhintKvara 
2!. Ratlam-Uijain 

17. 

Raison-Sehore 

Maharashtra 

. . 22. Bhandara 

)8. 

R a t n a gin--Sa tar a 


23. Than a-Nasi k 

24. Ratnagiri-Sata 

19. 

ra 

Parbhani 
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1 2 3 

Manipur .... .. 20. Manipur 


Mysore , 

. 25. Bidar 

21. Tumkur 


26. Mysore 

27. North Kanara 

22. JBijapur 

Nagaland 

. . 28. Nag land 

23. Nagaland 

Orissa 

. 29. Boiangir 

30. Dhenkanai 

31. Gan jam 

24. Cuttack 

23. Keonjhar 

Punjab « . 

. 32. Amritsar- 
Ferozepur 

33. Sangrur-Patiala 

2(5. Hoshiarput 

27. Ropar 

28. Jullundur 

Rajasthan 

. 3-1. Alvv^r 

35. Bharatpur 

36. Udaipur 

2V 1 . Bhilwara 

30. Aimer 

Tamil Nadu 

. 37. Madurai 

38. South Areot 

39. Tirunelveli 

31. Saicin 

32. North Arco; 

Tripura . 


33. Tripura 

Uttnr Pradesh 

. 40. Badaun 

41. Fa teh pu r 

42. Pratapgarh 

13. Kae-Bareh 

34. Mathura 

33. llallia 

West Bengal 

. 44. Darjeeling 

43. Hoogly 

46. West Dinajpur 

30 I'urulia 

37. Bankura 

Goa, Daman 8c Dit; . 


38. Goa 

Meghalaya 


39. K & J Hiiiv 

40. Garo Hill; 

Pondicherry 


4!. Pontlicherrv 


Delhi 


42. Delhi 



Appendix IV 

(See para 3.24) 


Allocation oj additional Agency units io States and Union Territories 


State/Union Territory 

Cultiva¬ 
tors upto 

2 hectares 
and Agri- 
Labourers* 
(in 000’s) 

Pro-rata 
No. oi 
Agency 
Units 

Existing 

Agency 

Units 

Additional 

Units 

Total 

Units 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Andhra Pradesh 

10950 

17 

4 

a 

15 

Assam 

2456 

4 

4 


4 

Bihar 

12887 

20 

5 

13 

18 

Gujarat 

3893 

6 

5 

1 

6 

Haryana 

1310 

2 

3 


3 

Himachal l'-radcsh 

687 

1 

2 


2 

Jammu & Kashmir . 

761 

1 

4 


4 

Kerala 

2826 

4 

2 

2 

4 

Madhya Pradesh 

8397 

^-43.. 

5 

7 

12 

Maharashtra 

9031 

14 

4 

8 

12 

Mar.i our 

221 

. 35 

1 


1 

Mcghalava 

307 

.5 

2 


2 

Mvsore . 

4856 

8 

5 

2 

7 

Nagaland 

178 

.28 

i 


1 

()rissa 

4550 1 

7 

5 

2 

7 

Punjab . 

1886 

3 

4 


4 

Rajasthan 

2993 

5 

5 


5 

Tamil Nadu 

8136 

13 

5 

7 

12 

Tripura . 

286 

.5 

1 


1 

Uttar Pradesh 

17542 

28 

6 

20 

26 

West Bengal 

6534 

10 

5 

4 

9 

Andaman & Nicobar 

7 

.01 




Chandigarh 

Dadra & Nagar Haveii 

3 

27 -L 

Neg. 

0.04 




Delhi 

33 

.05 

.5 


.5 

Goa. Daman Sc Diu . 

88 

.14 

.5 


. A 

Laccadive 






Pondicherry 

50 

.09 

. 5 


. r> 

Arunachal Pradesh . 

176 

.28 


. 5 

. 5 

Unallotted 




3 

3 


1010.86 

160.00 

79.5 

80.5 

160.00 


*Thc figures have been arrived at on the basis or 1971 Population Census. 
The proportion of households holding upto 2 hectares as given in NSS Report 
No. 144—17th Round, lias been used to determine the number of cultivators with 
land upto 2 hectares. To this, the number of agricultural labourers has been 
added. 
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Appendix V 

'See p;ua 3.2()) 


Calculation of Labour requirements for the investment programme in the 
area under each Agency 


Well endowed area Relatively less en¬ 
dowed area 


1 — Minor Irrigation : 


Programme 

Rs. 

2'2.‘> lakhs 

Rs. 

90 lakhs 

31 .5% labour roinponent . 

Rs. 

70. Ilf) lakhs 

Rs. 

23.35 lakhs 

Mandays ‘<i. Rs. 2.50/nian- 
dav .... 


28,35,000 


11,34.000 

Many ears of 100 days 


28.350 


11,340 

2 - - Exiting Irrigation : 





Programme 

Rs. 

26.24 iakhs 



80Ai labour component; , 

Rs. 

21.00 lakhs 



Mandays Uv Rs. 2.50/man- 
day 


8.40,000 



Mauyear of 100 days 


11.400 



3 ~~ Individual works in dry areas: 





Programme 

Rs. 

75.00 lakhs 

Rs. 

112.50 lakhs 

80% labour component . 

Mandays iefy Rs. 2. 50/ 
manday 

Rs. 

60.00 lakhs 

24.00,000 

Rs. 

90.00 lakhs 

36,00,000 



Manyears of 100 days 


24,000 


36.000 

4 — Government Works in dry areas 





Programme 

75% labour component . 
Mandays (a) 2.50/manday 

Rs. 

Rs. 

Rs. 

45.00 lakhs 
33.75 lakhs 
13.50,000 

Rs. 

Rs. 

67.50 lakhs 

.50.63 lakhs 
20.25,000 

Manyears of 100 days 


13,500 


20,252 

5 — Total manyears ofl 00 days 
% Rs. 2.50 per day . 


74,250 


67.600 

If 50% is hired labour 


37,125 


33,800 
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Appendix VI 
(See para 5.8 & 5.21) 

Basic calculations of the programme dimensions and detailed breakdown 
of the estimates 


ASSUMPTIONS 

1, There will be a total number of 100 Agencies, including the existing 
ones, during the Fifth Plan to cover about 11 million farmers. 

2. On an average, each Agency will cover 70.000 farmers of which smal 
fanners will number 17,500 and marginal farmers 52.500 in the ratio of 1 : 3 
following the general pattern in the country as a whole. 

(This pattern is revealed by the NSS Report No. 144-17th Round, 
according to which the number of ownership holdings in the range 
upto one hectare is about 35 million while the number in the range 
of 1 to 2 hectares is about 11 million. This gives a ratio of about 3:1) 


‘3. The limit of small farmers will be upto 2 hectares and marginal farmers 
upto one hectare. Where the limits are lower, as in Kerala, the lower limits 
will apply. Moreover, in irrigated areas, it will be reasonable to adopt lower 
limits. 

4. 'The programmes will be for development of agriculture with parti¬ 
cular reference to crop production. 

5. The areas where the Agencies will be working are classified into two 
categories - 

Those having some irrigation facilities including canal water and good 
rainfall and potential for irrigation development and (hose relatively less en¬ 
dowed with water facility. 

No. of well endowed areas assumed: 

42 existing SFDA/MFAL areas 

34 new areas 

76 


No. of relatively less endowed areas assumed: 

37.5 existing SFDA/MFAL areas 

46.5 new areas 

84.0 


G. In well endowed areas, 5,000 farmers are assumed as having some 
irrigation facilities. Additional irrigation coverage may be about 25,000 farmers. 
The rest C40.0001 will be on dry farming. In relatively less endowed areas 
10,000 farmers may be brought under irrigation and the rest 010,0001 will be on 
•dry farming. 
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7. For small farmers, an average holding size of 1.2 hectares per farmer 
is assumed. For marginal farmers, it is taken at 0.4 hectare per farmer. 

(The data on size class distribution ownership holdings as brought out 
in the NSS Report No. 144- 17th Round reveal an average holding 
size of 0.3 hectare in the range upto one hectare and 1 .4 hectares 
in the range 1 to 2 hectares. For purposes of calculation the average 
size of holding of a marginal farmer has been assumed at 0.4 hectare 
and of a small farmer (1-2 hectares) at 1.2 hectares. The lower 
average holding size of a small farmer has been taken keeping in view 
that some States have already fixed limits lower than 2 hectares and 
that in irrigated areas, it will be reasonable to adopt lower limits as 
holdings much less than 2 hectares are/can be made viable and can 
yield substantial income. 

8 . Scale ol' investment per hectare— 

(a) where there is already irrigation (in this case 
the development needed will be land shaping, 

drainage, etc.) ...... Rs. 875 per ha. 

(b) where new irrigation is to be provided, the 

average cost alongwith land development . Rs. 1500 per ha. 

(c) in dry areas, for works on individual basis . Rs. 1250 per ha. 

(d) in dry areas, for works executed by the Govt. Rs. 750 per ha. 

9. In rain-fed areas, half the area may come under land development 
measures of which again half the area will be taken up for development by the 
Government and the other half by individual farmers. 

10. Rate of programme subsidy — 

Small farmers ...... 25% 

Marginal farmers ..... 33-1/3% 

11. (a) Risk fund subsidy on long and medium term loans: 

On long term loans 

hand Mortgage Banks .... 2% 

On medium term loans 

Primary societies ..... 4% 

Central Coop. Banks .... 2% 

long and medium term loans arc assumed in the proportion of 2:1. 

(b) Risk fund subsidy on short term loans •— 

to primary societies ..... 4% 

to Central Coop. Banks .... 2% 

12. Short term input loans— 

(a) in irrigated areas. ..... Rs. 500 per ha. 

(b) in dry areas in well endowed areas . . Rs. 375 per ha. 

(c) in dry areas in relatively less endowed areas . Rs. 250 per hectare 

13. Input subsidy to marginal farmers for one season (d) 33-1/3% °1 rost — 

(aV in irrigated areas.Rs. 66.06 per farmer 

(b) in well endowed dry areas . . . Rs. 50.00 per farmer 

(c) in relatively less endowed areas . . Rs. 33.33 per farmer 
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Detailed estimates per Agency Unit (Rs. in lakhs) 

Well endowed Less endowed 




area 

area 

1. 

(i) Requirement lor development— 




Small farmers . 

. 163.12 

101.25 


Marginal farmers .... 

. 163.12 

101.25 



326.24 

202.50 


(ii) Of which, loan portion— 




Small farmers ..... 

. 122.35 

75.9 1 


Marginal farmers .... 

. 108.75 

67 50 



231.10 

143.44 


(iii) Subsidy portion— 




Small farmers ..... 

. 40.77 

25.31 


Marginal farmers .... 

54.37 

33.75 



95.14 

59.06 

2. 

(i) Input requirement— 




Small farmers ..... 

. 90.00 

60.00 


Marginal farmers .... 

. 90.00 

60.00 


(ii) Of which, loan portion— 




Small farmers ..... 

90.00 

60.00 


Marginal farmers .... 

. 60.00 

40.00 



150.00 

100.00 


(iii) Subsidy portion. 




Marginal farmers . . . • 

. 30.00 

20.00 

3. 

Total subsidy 1 (iii) + 2 (iii) 

. 125.14 

79.06 

4. 

Government works ..... 

. 45.00 

67.50 

5. 

Total Government Commitment for progarmines 
3+4. 

. 170.14 

146.56 

6. 

Risk fund subsidy on term loans — 




Long term loans— - 




Land Mortgage Banks @ 2% 

3.08 

1.92 


Medium term loans— 




(i) Primary Societies I'm 4% 

3.08 

1 .92 


(it) Central Coop. Banks (rv 2% 

1.54 

0.96 
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Detailed estimates per Agency Unit 


(Rs in lakhs) 

Well endowed I.ess endowed 
area area 


7. Risk fund subsidy on short term loans 

\i) Primary Societies (a, 4% 
ii i Central Co-op. Banks Usl 2%, 

8. Subsidy for failed wells .... 

9. Subsidy for transport of inputs 

10. Subsidy for storage and market development . 
Total (Item 5 -10} 

! 1. Stall'subsidy to institutions and Provision for A 

Stair .'. 

Total (Items 5 to 111- 

Detail ed cal culaiions 


6.00 

4.00 

3.00 

2.00 

9.00 

(i.00 

i.:»o 

3.00 

1.00 

2.00 

4.00 

4.00 

. 193.34 

106.3(3 

■ncy 

. 25.00 

23.00 

. 218.34 

191.36 


(Rs. in lakhs) 


1 - Well-endowed area- 76 Agency Units 
PER AGENCY UNIT : 

A—-With existing irrigation facilities .">,000 farmers, of vvhich- 


SmaJl farmers - - 
1.250x 1.2 ha x^Rs. 375 

Marginal farmers— 

3,750 X 0.4 ha : Rs. 875 . 

Subsidy- - ' 

Small farmers ! n 25% 

Marginal farmers (<t. 33-1/3%, 

tt—New Irrigation -25,000 farmers of which— 
Small farmers— 

0,250 X 1.2 ha X Rs. 1500 . 


- 13.12 

= 13.12 

3.28 

- 4.37 

- 112.50 


Marginal farmers— 

18,750 x 0.4 ha x Rs. 1500 . . . = 112.50 

Subsidy— 

Small farmers % 25% . . . . 28.12 

Marginal farmers % 33-1/3% . . — 37.50 
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C —Dry areas—40,000 farmers of which— 

Rs. irt lakhs 

Small farmers ..... 

10.000 

and Marginal farmers .... 

30,000 

[ of the area will come under development of 
which f area will be developed by farmers— 

(iy Small farmers— 

10,000 x 1.2 ha ; j • Hs. 1250 . 

37.50 

Marginal farmers— 

30,000 x 0.4 ha x i x Rs. 1250 . 

37.50 

Subsidy- 

Small farmers (aj 25% .... 

= 9.37 

Marginal farmers <(i 33}% 

r.: 12.50 

(ii) J area will be developed through Govern¬ 
ment works- 
Small farmers- 

10,000 x 1.2 ha X 1 Rs. 750 

-. 22.50 

Marginal farmers. 

30,000 x 0.4 ha • 

-= 22.50 

Total ...... 

45.00 

D -Input Loans--- 

(i) In wet area— 

Small farmers— 

7,500 < 1.2 ha Rs. 500 . 

- 43.00 

Marginal larmers- 

22.500 x 0.4 ha Rs. 500 . 

= 45.00 

(ii) In dry area - 

Small farmers-. 

10,000 X 1.2 ha , Rs. 375 . 

^ 45.00 

Marginal farmers- - 
30,000 x 0.4 ha x 375 

45.06 

E— - Input subsidy to marginal farmers 
(ii In wet area— 

Marginal farmers 

22,500 x 66.6(5 . 

.- 15.00 

(ii) In dry area— 

Marginal farmers 

30,000 x Rs. 50 . 

15.00 

Total . 

30.00 
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n— Less endowed area —84 Agency Units 
PER AGENCY UNIT 

A—Irrigation development for 10,000 farmers of which 
Small farmers— 

2.500 X 1.2 ha X Rs. 1500 . . . = 

Marginal farmers— 

7.500 x 0.4 ha X Rs. 1500 . = 

Subsidy—- 

Small fanners \(i 25% . . . 

Marginal farmers @ 33-1/3% 

B- -Dry area covering 00.000 farmers of which— 

Small farmers ..... 

Marginal farmers .... 

Half the area will come under development, 
of which again half the area will be develo¬ 
ped by farmers and the other half by the 
Government— 

i) Small farmers— 

15,000 X 1.2 ha x> £ x Rs. 1250 . . . 

Marginal farmers— 

45,000 x 0.4 ha x £ x Rs. 1250 . 

Subsidy— 

Small farmers •(]) 2 a %' .... 
Marginal farmers Lb, 33-1/3°/ 


Total subsidy 

iii Government works— 

Small farmers— 

15,000 X 1.2 ha x £ X Rs. 750 . 

Marginal farmers- - 

45,000 X 0.4 ha X £ Rs. 750 . 


= Rs. 45.00 lakhs 

= Rs. 45.00 lakhs 

= Rs. 11.25 lakhs 
= Rs. 15.00 lakhs 

15,000 

45,000 

= Rs. 56.25 lakhs 

= Rs. 86.25 lakhs 

= Rs. 14.06 lakhs 
= Rs. 18.75 lakhs 

Rs. 32.81 lakhs 

= Rs. 33.75 lakhs 

== Rs. 33.75 lakhs 

Rs. 67.50 lakhs 


Total cost cif-State Works 
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C —Input loans— 

■ i) In wet areas— 

Small farmers— 

2500 X 1.2 ha x Rs. 500 

Marginal farmers— 

7500 X 0.4 ha X Rs. 500 

(ii) In dry areas— 

Small farmers— 

15,000 x 1.2 ha x Rs. 250 . 

Marginal farmers-- 

45,000 x 0.4 ha < Rs. 250 . 

1)—Input subsidy to marginal farmers - 

(i) In wet areas 
7500 x Rs. 06.66 

(ii) In dry areas— 

45,000 x Rs. 

Total . . .■ 


MGIPCBE—S2—4 NCA/ND/73—15-3-74—3000. 


— Rs. 15.00 lakhs 

= Rs. 15.00 lakhs 

— Rs. 45.00 lakhs 

= Rs. 45.00 lakhs 

= Rs. 5.00 lakhs 

— Rs. 15.00 lakhs 

Rs. 20.00 lakhs 




